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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. COSTA). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 19, 2007. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JIM COSTA 
to act as Speaker pro tempore on this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member, 
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in 
no event shall debate extend beyond 
9:50 a.m. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON) for 5 min-
utes. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE SOCIETY OF 
IRANIAN-AMERICAN WOMEN FOR 
EDUCATION 

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored to recognize the great work 
and contribution of the Society of Ira-
nian-American Women for Education, a 
scholarship fund in southeast Texas 
that serves the greater academic com-
munity. The Society’s mission is to 
promote Iranian culture through edu-
cational seminars, films, lectures, and 
exhibitions, but their most important 

goal is to provide educational support 
and assistance through scholarships for 
hardworking students. To date, more 
than 170 such scholarships have been 
awarded to students attending schools 
in Texas. The Society is also dedicated 
to strengthening relationships and 
deepening the understanding between 
Iranians and Americans, and has 
hosted many esteemed speakers, in-
cluding Nobel Laureate Dr. Shirin 
Ebadi and Anousheh Ansari, who re-
cently completed her own space flight. 
I salute the Society for their dedica-
tion to academics and achievement, 
and wish them future success in all 
their wonderful endeavors. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 10 
a.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 6 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 10 a.m. 

f 

b 1000 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order at 10 a.m. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God, in the days of Gideon, out 
of fear of the Midianites, Your people 
established fire signals on the moun-
tains, caves for refuge and strongholds. 
Today, Lord, bless and strengthen all 
efforts to build homeland security in 
places around the world like Darfur, as 
well as here in the United States. To 
protect one’s home or homeland seems 
paramount in the Hebrew, Christian 
and Muslim scriptures. But, Lord, You 
seem to ask even more of Your people. 

Let Congress learn from Gideon’s 
interaction with You, Lord. 

When Gideon asks ‘‘if the Lord is 
with us, why has all this happened to 
us?’’ the Lord turns to him and said, 
‘‘Go with the strength you have and 
save Israel from the power of Midian.’’ 

The Scriptures seem to ask for moral 
authority in a person as a prerequisite 
to being a leader in defense of what is 
good and just. Gideon is exhorted to 
look first to his personal strength. As 
he proves his own moral integrity, 
piety and ability, the Lord’s promise is 
realized, ‘‘I am with you.’’ 

May this Congress and the leaders of 
all nations move and act with deeper 
faith, knowing the extent and limita-
tions of their strength, both now and 
forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. HALL) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. HALL of New York led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

(Mr. HALL of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HALL of New York. Madam 
Speaker, later today, we will begin 
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work on important legislation to fi-
nally help America end its dependence 
on foreign oil and pursue newer, clean-
er forms of energy. 

I’m excited that the Energy and 
Water appropriations bill that we will 
pass this week will take the long over-
due step of setting a new course for our 
energy future by making significant in-
vestments in renewables and effi-
ciency. 

For too many years, working fami-
lies have felt the sting of high gas 
prices at the gas pump and rising home 
energy costs. Our economy has been 
made vulnerable to the whims of 
OPEC, and our reliance on fossil fuels 
has polluted our air and exacerbated 
climate change. 

All the while, State and local govern-
ments have been forced to try to fill 
the leadership vacuum left by the Con-
gress and this President. 

No more. The new Congress is pre-
pared to meet our Nation’s energy 
challenges head-on, and to do so, this 
bill provides almost $2 billion for re-
newables and efficiency, significantly 
more than the President requested. 

I am concerned that it continues to 
provide unwarranted taxpayer sub-
sidies for nuclear power that hide the 
true consumer costs of this power 
source, but I support this bill, and I 
urge my colleagues to ratify it. 

f 

AMERICANS ARE MORE THAN 
QUALIFIED TO BREAK THEIR AD-
DICTION TO OIL 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
read in the Charlotte Observer about a 
gentleman who decided to retrofit his 
1981 diesel Mercedes with vegetable oil 
and got a knock on his door by the tax 
man. His crime was choosing to take a 
stand against the rising cost of gaso-
line, OPEC, and other international en-
ergy cartels by converting his car into 
clean-running alternative energy. His 
punishment was a $1,000 fine by the 
North Carolina State Government and 
$1,000 notice from the Feds. So much 
for innovation and alternative fuel re-
search. 

The predicament was chronicled in 
the Charlotte Observer on June 15, and 
what we’re finding out is he’s not 
alone. Many innovators around the 
country are creating unique ways to 
exercise energy independence. In so 
doing, they’re demonstrating to the 
Federal Government that the Amer-
ican people are more than qualified to 
break their addiction to foreign oil. 
Good old American ingenuity always 
comes through. 

As we take up consideration on the 
Energy Approps Act for 2008, it’s in-
structive to consider what they know. 
If you want to get more innovation, 
incentivize it. If you want less of it, 
tax it. 

TAKING CARE OF OUR VETERANS 

(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
stand to honor our Nation’s veterans 
and one special veteran. Today, we 
mourn the passing of Jeff Smart, a 
Vietnam veteran, constituent and 
friend. Not only was Jeff a tireless ad-
vocate for veterans rights, he was a 
valuable member of my Veterans Advi-
sory Committee in Missouri. 

I know that Jeff would be proud to 
know that last week the House came 
together in a bipartisan way to pass 
the 2008 Military Construction and Vet-
erans Affairs appropriations bill that 
contained a historic increase in the VA 
budget. This bill included the largest 
single funding increase in the 77-year 
history of the Veterans Administra-
tion. 

This funding increase ensures that 
our veterans are given the support, 
benefits and resources they need and 
deserve. I applaud this Congress’s com-
mitment to countless veterans like 
Jeff Smart who will always inspire us 
in the years to come. 

f 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, JERRY BAKER, 
AMERICA’S MASTER GARDENER 

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to salute Jerry Baker, America’s mas-
ter gardener, as he celebrates his birth-
day. As a former owner of a nursery 
business, I’ve come to appreciate the 
wit and wisdom that Jerry has given to 
gardeners across the country for more 
than three decades. 

Jerry has been offering tips for al-
most as long as I can remember. His 
folksy and down-to-earth advice has 
been helping everyone from city dwell-
ers trying to master a finicky herb gar-
den in a window box to longtime gar-
deners across rural America who 
produce those ubiquitous wheelbarrows 
full of zucchini. 

Thanks to Jerry, our gardens have 
been producing more with less. Today, 
with dozens of books full of garden ad-
vice in print and a weekly nationwide 
radio show where he solves the gar-
dening problems of people across the 
country, Jerry is well-established as 
America’s go-to guy on all things gar-
dening. 

As he marks one more year on his 
calendar, I rise to wish him many more 
years of garden mastering. Happy 
birthday, Jerry. 

f 

PRESIDENT BLOCKING THE DEMO-
CRATIC NEW DIRECTION AGENDA 

(Mr. PERLMUTTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
new Democratic-led House has been lis-

tening to the American people and 
working to take our Nation in a new 
direction. We’ve passed a wide range of 
measures to strengthen our military, 
grow our economy and support working 
families, many with bipartisan sup-
port. 

For example, so far this year, we’ve 
passed legislation implementing the 
9/11 Commission recommendations, ap-
proved a budget that achieves a bal-
ance in 5 years, passed sweeping con-
gressional ethics reform, repealed big 
oil subsidies, invested funds in renew-
able energy and increased the min-
imum wage. 

But the President continues his stub-
born opposition to this new direction 
that we are providing on Iraq and on 
key domestic measures. He does not 
support or has threatened to veto 
about two-thirds of the important 
work we’ve already provided. 

Mr. Speaker, our priorities are Amer-
ica’s priorities. It’s time the President 
stops obstructing our agenda and be-
gins working with us to improve the 
lives of all Americans. 

f 

PROTECTING OUR KIDS FROM 
CONTAMINATED PRODUCTS 

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion and toy company RC2 announced a 
recall of 1.5 million Thomas & Friends 
railway toys because they might con-
tain dangerous amounts of lead. 

Lead poisoning causes vomiting and 
diarrhea, convulsions, anemia, a loss of 
appetite, abdominal pain, irritability, 
fatigue and coma. It can even be fatal. 

The toys were made in China and 
were retailed throughout the United 
States. First, it was pet food, then 
toothpaste, now Thomas the Tank En-
gine. Just about every family with kids 
in my district has a Thomas the Tank 
Engine. 

We need to send a clear notice to im-
porters that goods that threaten the 
safety of kids should be left on Amer-
ica’s docks. 

That’s why I’m introducing legisla-
tion this week that prohibits the im-
portation of any product from an im-
porter of processed food or retail goods 
that the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services has determined con-
tains unsafe levels of contaminants. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to do this to 
defend America’s families, especially 
its children. 

f 

DIFFERENT PRIORITIES ON 
FEDERAL SPENDING 

(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Bush said this week that there are 
important differences between Repub-
licans and Democrats when it comes to 
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spending, and he’s right, because for 6 
years, President Bush joined with Re-
publicans that led this Congress on the 
most fiscally irresponsible budget poli-
cies in the history of the Nation. They 
turned the record surpluses of the 1990s 
into the record deficits we face today, 
and while they ran up those record 
deficits, inconceivably they cut med-
ical research. They cut Head Start, 
they cut clean water programs, and 
they cut health care for our Nation’s 
veterans. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic budget 
balances the budget within 5 years, and 
our appropriations bills comply with 
pay-as-you-go scoring. We passed 
Homeland Security and Military Con-
struction and Veterans appropriations 
bills last week, and this week we’ll 
pass an Energy and Water bill that in-
cludes renewable fuel and reduces our 
dependence on foreign oil. 

So you see, Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent’s right; we do have different prior-
ities on Federal spending. 

f 

IN APPRECIATION OF THE NRA 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, nearly 2 months after the hor-
rifying events at Virginia Tech took 
the lives of 32 innocent people, I am 
grateful the House last week acted to 
improve State reporting to the Na-
tional Instant Criminal Background 
Check System. Sadly, had this legisla-
tion been in place sooner, that tragic 
day at Virginia Tech might never have 
occurred. 

I’m especially pleased that the Na-
tional Rifle Association, of which I’m a 
proud member, was active in sup-
porting this effort. I’m also thankful 
John Goodwin, previously with former 
Congressman Rob Simmons, has re-
cently joined their able team. The NRA 
plays a vital role in promoting second 
amendment rights, and I appreciate 
their work. 

Our thoughts and prayers remain 
with the families affected by the Vir-
ginia Tech shootings. I urge the Senate 
to quickly consider H.R. 2640 to ensure 
guns are available to law-abiding citi-
zens and kept from the hands of crimi-
nals 

In conclusion, God bless our troops 
and we will never forget September 11. 
Our sympathy to the people of Charles-
ton due to the tragic deaths of coura-
geous firemen. 

f 

DEMOCRATS MAKE GLOBAL 
WARMING A PRIORITY THIS 
WEEK AS PART OF ENERGY AND 
WATER BILL 

(Mr. WILSON of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WILSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
this week the new Democratic House 
addresses two of our Nation’s most im-

portant issues, global warming and en-
ergy independence. 

This new Democratic Congress recog-
nizes that we must take wide-ranging 
action to lessen our dependence on for-
eign oil and to cut our greenhouse gas 
emissions to protect our planet, to re-
duce energy prices, and to boost our 
economy while strengthening our na-
tional security. 

This week we will bring an Energy 
and Water funding bill to the floor that 
makes a significant investment in en-
ergy efficiency and renewable energy 
programs. 

We invest $51 million more than the 
President has asked for in our solar en-
ergy and more affordable, $70 million 
more for the development of biofuels, 
and $59 million more to develop tech-
nologies to improve our fuel efficiency. 

Mr. Speaker, this new Democratic 
Congress is serious about addressing 
the issues that have been ignored for 
far too long. I would hope our energy 
bill would receive strong bipartisan 
support this week. 

f 

b 1015 

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, President 
Bush has been very clear. If Congress 
sends him appropriations bills that 
weaken current pro-life provisions, he 
will veto the bills. But don’t be sur-
prised if the new Democratic majority 
is trying to do so anyway. When they 
do, I am sure they will have countless 
reasons for why they should weaken 
protections for the unborn. 

But as this debate goes forward, it’s 
important to keep in mind how much 
Uncle Sam already gives to abortion 
providers. Planned Parenthood re-
ported record profits in 2005–2006 fiscal 
year. Guess who helped them achieve 
these profits? That’s right, the Amer-
ican taxpayer. 

In 2005–2006, Planned Parenthood re-
ceived over $305 million in taxpayer 
funding, the most ever in a year. They 
also performed nearly 265,000 abortions, 
another record. Keep this in mind as 
we hear the other side’s arguments for 
giving even more money to abortion 
providers. The fact is, these groups are 
milking the American taxpayers. 

President Bush is right to stand up 
for current pro-life provisions, and 
House Republicans will stand with him 
on the issue. 

f 

GENERAL PETRAEUS ADMITS 
THAT CONDITIONS WILL NOT IM-
PROVE IN IRAQ BY SEPTEMBER 

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, through a 
congressional debate on the Iraq sup-

plemental funding bill, Senate and 
House Republican leaders said that sig-
nificant improvements will be needed 
to be seen by September in Iraq, other-
wise a serious course correction might 
be needed. 

We’ll see if Republican leaders will 
continue to back those words and will 
finally join us in moving the Iraq war 
in a new direction, or will they move 
the deadline to a later date like they 
have done in the past. It will be inter-
esting to see if they stand by their 
statements in light of General David 
Petraeus’ acknowledgment over the 
weekend that conditions in Iraq were 
not improved by September. The gen-
eral also indicated that stabilizing Iraq 
will take as long as 10 years. 

Mr. Speaker, Democrats remain com-
mitted to forging a new direction in 
Iraq. In the coming months, Democrats 
will continue to hold President Bush 
accountable to fight to ensure that the 
Iraqi people take control of the coun-
try. A 10-year commitment is simply 
unacceptable to us. Now we will see if 
the Republicans will stand by their 
past statements and join us in the ef-
forts in September. 

f 

CHILD CRUSADERS 
(Mr. POE asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, in the days of 
the recent past, when a child was sexu-
ally assaulted, the criminal justice sys-
tem continued to victimize the child, 
because the victim was bounced all 
over town relating the story to numer-
ous strangers. 

Sometimes a child, when interviewed 
at the police station, actually came in 
direct contact with the offender. Also, 
the child could wait for hours in the 
same county emergency rooms as other 
victims of stabbings, car wrecks and 
overdoses. 

But times have changed. There are 
over 680 child advocacy centers in the 
United States, including one in Hous-
ton, where victims go when assaulted. 
At the center are trained police, thera-
pists, doctors and lawyers that are ex-
perts in dealing with children. Here the 
child is helped before the trial, during 
the trial, and, yes, after trial. 

The National Children’s Alliance, led 
by Nancy Chandler, is the umbrella or-
ganization that helps these 600-plus 
centers throughout the Nation. All 
these child crusaders are in Wash-
ington this week working to make our 
land safer for kids. 

America is grateful to these members 
of the victims’ posse that help protect 
our greatest resource, children. After 
all, it shouldn’t hurt to be a kid in the 
United States. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

MAKE GLOBAL WARMING A PRI-
ORITY THIS WEEK AS PART OF 
ENERGY AND WATER BILL 
(Ms. SHEA-PORTER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Speaker, en-
ergy independence and fighting global 
warming are essential, and they are 
the challenges of our day. Years of in-
action, even disbelief on the part of the 
White House and the Republicans, have 
delayed any real work being done. 

This week the Democratic Congress 
will bring a bill to the floor to change 
this. There will be an Energy and 
Water appropriations bill that will pro-
vide substantial funding to fight global 
warming. Overall, the bill appropriates 
$3 billion for researching the effects of 
global warming. This funding will 
allow us to monitor radiation in the at-
mosphere, to use state-of-the-art com-
puter technology to conduct climate 
change modeling and to conduct long- 
term experiments on the impact of in-
creased carbon dioxide levels on forests 
and other ecosystems. 

This research will finally allow us to 
have the science that we need to fight 
this battle. We have delayed it for 
years because of the Republican admin-
istration’s inactivity. I hope that this 
week the Republican leadership will 
join with the Democrats in Congress to 
finally move this forward. 

f 

TRUE IMMIGRATION REFORM 
NEEDED 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, past ex-
periences in the United States and Eu-
rope clearly shows that amnesty legis-
lation only encourages further illegal 
immigration. The Immigration Reform 
and Control Act of 1986 required a 
criminal background check, payment 
of application fees, acquisition of 
English-language skills, and a civics 
requirement. Now, despite all those 
measures, the law failed to curb the in-
flux of illegal immigration. 

The Senate’s immigration reform 
legislation embodies the same flawed 
strategy as the 1986 law. Any measures 
to enhance border security or to im-
prove immigration services would be 
overwhelmed by a continued flow of 
both illegal border crossing and indi-
viduals who entered legally, but re-
main in this country past the period 
authorized by their visa. 

To stop further illegal immigration, 
Congress should not grant these illegal 
immigrants in the United States any 
form of legal status that does not re-
quire them to leave the United States 
voluntarily and undergo adequate 
criminal national security and health 
checks before seeking to return. 

f 

JUNETEENTH 

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, today is 
June 19. June 19 is an important day in 

history. To African Americans, and to 
all Americans it should be, but to Afri-
can Americans in particular, it is 
known as Juneteenth. 

Juneteenth is the first day I got in-
volved in politics and learned about it. 
I didn’t know much about it. I thought, 
why is Juneteenth a holiday to African 
Americans, and I learned. It’s a holiday 
because that’s the day in 1865 that the 
slaves in east Texas learned that they 
were free. 

The news of the Emancipation Proc-
lamation did not get to Texas for 2 
years, and that was the day that all 
slaves in America were free. The idea 
of our country having slavery as an in-
stitution was wrong. It was a crime 
against humanity. 

There is nothing more valuable to 
any of us than freedom, the oppor-
tunity to go where we want, to do what 
we want, and to associate with whom 
we want. That’s what makes America 
great. Unfortunately, we had that in-
stitution, and later we had Jim Crow 
for 100 years. 

That’s why I have introduced H. Res. 
194 to apologize for slavery and Jim 
Crow, a crime against humanity that 
this government and this House per-
mitted and allowed to occur. We must 
apologize for our errors. 

f 

THE DRIVE ACT 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, in 2004, 
we spent $103 billion buying oil from 
nondemocratic countries, countries 
such as Iran, Venezuela and Russia, 
and the list goes on and on. Indeed, we 
are funding both sides in the war on 
terrorism, because every time we send 
money to these folks, the money winds 
up in the hands of somebody, some 
group, who doesn’t stand for what we 
stand for and often is overtly anti- 
American. 

That’s why we should pass the 
DRIVE Act, which I have co-sponsored 
with Democrat Congressman ELIOT 
ENGEL. The DRIVE Act seeks to reduce 
our oil consumption by 20 percent, 
which is roughly the amount of oil we 
buy from the Middle East. 

We do this through tax incentives, 
putting people in hybrids and flex-fuel 
vehicles, getting gas stations to con-
vert to flex-fuel stations so that they 
can sell ethanol and biodiesel and giv-
ing a tax incentive for automobile 
manufacturers so that they can work 
with lightweight material to make cars 
more fuel efficient. 

Please co-sponsor the DRIVE Act. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2641, ENERGY AND 
WATER DEVELOPMENT AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2008 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 

up House Resolution 481 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 481 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2641) making 
appropriations for energy and water develop-
ment and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2008, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Appropriations. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. Points of order against 
provisions in the bill for failure to comply 
with clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. During 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may accord priority in recognition on the 
basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule 
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. When the committee rises 
and reports the bill back to the House with 
a recommendation that the bill do pass, the 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

SEC. 2. During consideration in the House 
of H.R. 2641 pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous 
question, the Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the bill to such time as may 
be designated by the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNYDER). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MATSUI) is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous materials into the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, this rule 

permits the House to consider the En-
ergy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act of 2008. The bill today is 
being considered under an open rule. 
The issues of energy and water are al-
ways important, but this year these 
issues are the very center of our na-
tional dialogue. 
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I applaud Chairman VISCLOSKY and 

Ranking Member HOBSON for their con-
tinued commitment to provide the re-
sources for our water infrastructure. 
This investment protects communities 
and saves lives. 

I feel I could speak directly to this 
because in my home, Sacramento, this 
bill is arguably more important to the 
everyday life and safety of our popu-
lation than nearly any bill this Con-
gress will pass. Sacramento is the most 
at-risk river city for catastrophic 
flooding in this country. 

My district serves as the seat of gov-
ernment for California, the sixth larg-
est economy in the world, as well as 
the hub of a six-county regional econ-
omy that provides 800,000 jobs for 1.5 
million people. A major flood along the 
American and Sacramento rivers would 
have catastrophic ripple effects region-
ally and nationally, cause upwards of 
$35 billion in direct property damage, 
and likely result in significant loss of 
life to our families, our friends, and 
neighbors. 

Sacramento needs this bill, but so do 
countless other communities across 
the Nation. I remember all too well on 
New Year’s Eve of 2005 when the head-
line in our local paper said: ‘‘North 
State braces as rains’ onslaught ar-
rives.’’ My district and I sat on the 
edge of our seats and held our breath to 
see how the storm would unfold. 

Flooding did occur, and for those 
that endured it, it was tragic. But the 
majority of Sacramento was spared. 
Our flood system performed as it 
should, but it was definitely put to the 
test. Bolstering our system, working 
through this bill, and with the Army 
Corps of Engineers made our survival 
during that storm possible. 

Locally, on a daily basis, we are 
working closely with the Army Corps 
of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the State of California and the 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agen-
cy, our local partner, to achieve great-
er flood protection. We have achieved 
impressive results by integrating an 
approach that combines flood protec-
tion and dam safety with partners that 
can share resources. But what makes 
an approach like this possible are 
strong partnerships between the Fed-
eral Government, the States, and local 
entities. 

I am pleased that this bill strength-
ens and supports this and other similar 
partnerships. Another key component 
of this bill is funding for the Army 
Corps of Engineers operation and main-
tenance funding account. This impor-
tant increase will begin to address bil-
lions of dollars in Army Corps mainte-
nance backlogs. 

b 1030 
This bill takes on the responsibility 

of not only building but also maintain-
ing our infrastructure and makes an 
investment in securing our commu-
nities, property and, most important, 
lives. 

As our country witnessed in the dev-
astation in New Orleans, maintaining 

our infrastructure is an important 
function of the Corps that we cannot 
afford to overlook. 

It is vital that the Federal Govern-
ment continue to be a strong partner 
for these ongoing water infrastructure 
and flood protection investments. This 
will allow at-risk communities across 
the country to strengthen their vulner-
able points. It will protect jobs and it 
will protect lives. There are few invest-
ments as worthwhile as this. 

Just as we must invest in our coun-
try’s water infrastructure, we must 
also implement a clean energy econ-
omy. This starts with weaning our-
selves off of fossil fuels. 

Mr. Speaker, the rising price of gas is 
well documented. In many commu-
nities gas prices are monitored more 
closely than the stock prices. Mr. 
Speaker, I stood here 1 year ago to 
manage the rule for last year’s Energy 
and Water appropriations bill. During 
last year’s debate I noted that the av-
erage cost of a gallon of gasoline was 
$2.93. Last year, there appeared to be 
no end in sight to rising prices. 

Unfortunately, we have not seen 
much improvement at the pump. In 
fact what has changed has done so for 
the worst. According to AAA, the aver-
age price of a gallon of gas today is 
$3.06. In my hometown of Sacramento, 
it’s $3.19. Many of us are probably ask-
ing, has energy policy improved? 

To begin with, Chairman VISCLOSKY 
has recentered our priorities with this 
appropriations bill. We are now invest-
ing in renewable energy research. We 
are finally reducing our dependence on 
foreign oil and cutting greenhouse gas 
emissions. We are finally protecting 
our national energy security. Chair-
man VISCLOSKY and Chairman OBEY 
should be commended for these im-
provements. 

These investments are long overdue, 
Mr. Speaker. They support our States 
and cities. For example, in my home 
State of California, we have plans to 
create a 20 percent renewable portfolio 
standard within the next decade. 

These increased investments in en-
ergy programs contrast greatly with 
the President’s priorities. Incredibly, 
the President’s total request for renew-
able energy and energy efficiency is 
the same as it was in 2001. 

During this President’s entire admin-
istration, his goals and priorities have 
not changed. This is in spite of the ev-
eryday reminders of rising gas prices 
and the constant stream of evidence 
that our world is warming. 

I applaud Chairman VISCLOSKY and 
Ranking Member HOBSON for their 
leadership in this area. They have set a 
responsible and innovative course with 
these priorities. 

Finally, as I mentioned at the outset 
of this debate, this bill is being made in 
order under an open rule, which is our 
tradition. I hope that all Members will 
give that tradition the respect it de-
serves. 

The American people want action on 
energy policy, climate change, flood 

protection and a number of issues that 
this bill funds. Let’s let the process 
work, and let’s support this responsible 
bill. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this rule and final passage of the 
underlying Energy and Water appro-
priations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentlelady from California (Ms. MAT-
SUI) for yielding me the customary 30 
minutes. I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, at the beginning of this Con-
gress, the Democrat majority chose to 
gut the earmark transparency and en-
forceability rules that the Republicans 
enacted just last year. They then de-
cided to bring the spending bills to the 
floor that did not include earmarks so 
no Member could challenge, discuss, 
and call for a vote on the House floor. 

Fortunately, the Republicans were 
successful in forcing the Democrat ma-
jority to restore earmark transparency 
and enforceability rules and bring 
spending bills to the floor with ear-
marks where they can be discussed, de-
bated, and voted upon. 

But, Mr. Speaker, let me be clear 
that the Fiscal Year 2008 Energy and 
Water appropriations bill before us 
today does not contain earmarks. How-
ever, Republican and Democrat leaders 
have reached an agreement that Mem-
bers will have an opportunity to debate 
and vote on earmarks to be included in 
this bill before this bill is sent to the 
Senate, and I, along with my col-
leagues, will work to ensure that this 
promise is kept. 

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to point out 
that the underlying bill is of tremen-
dous importance to the central Wash-
ington congressional district that I 
represent. I am pleased by the funding 
provided for Hanford cleanup and the 
efforts to ensure that the Richland Op-
erations Office can meet legal cleanup 
milestones along the River Corridor 
and in transuranic waste retrievals. 

However, I must say, Mr. Speaker, 
the funding level for the waste treat-
ment plant at Hanford is of a concern 
to me. It is important for this House 
and the Congress to recognize that 
while the bill provides sufficient funds 
for construction in this fiscal year, this 
bill’s funding level will require a sig-
nificant boost in funding in just 2 years 
to keep the project on its new inde-
pendently verified budget and schedule. 
We must acknowledge that the choices 
made on funding for the waste treat-
ment plant in this bill require bal-
ancing with a substantial increase in 
the very near future. 

I also, Mr. Speaker, support the funds 
vital to the operation of Pacific North-
west National Lab, particularly the 
DOE Office of Science and NNSA plan 
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to transition scientists’ work in the 300 
area to replacement lab facilities. This 
initiative is critical to our country’s 
national security. And this bill pro-
vides a solid endorsement and boost to 
that project. 

So, Mr. Speaker, when the Democrat 
majority keeps its promise to include 
earmarks and detail spending in this 
bill, we will know far more about the 
multibillion-dollar budgets of the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the Bu-
reau of Reclamation. These are also of 
great importance to the irrigators, 
farmers and ports of Washington State 
and the Pacific Northwest. 

Originally, as we know, the Demo-
crat majority would have had this 
House consider the Energy and Water 
appropriations bill with a report that 
included page after page of blanks 
where dollar amounts should have been 
in the Army Corps and Reclamation 
budgets. But due to the demands of the 
Republicans, they will now fill in the 
blanks before and not after the House 
votes and sends this bill to the Senate. 
This will ensure that all Members will 
have an opportunity to review ear-
marks on the House floor and not just 
see them added months from now when 
they would have been beyond the scru-
tiny of a House vote. 

We Republicans have secured a rules 
change to ensure this House and the 
American taxpayers can scrutinize ear-
marks, and that earmarks are subject 
to a vote of the House. This is the right 
thing to do, Mr. Speaker, and I’m 
pleased that the Democrat majority 
has agreed to Republican demands to 
restore transparency and openness on 
earmarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from 
Vermont, a member of the Rules Com-
mittee, Mr. WELCH. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentlelady from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MATSUI) for her excellent 
work on this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, in November Vermont-
ers and the American people demanded 
a change in direction in Washington 
and a change in priorities. The past 5 
months have been an important down 
payment on our commitment to 
change. 

Today the House takes up the third 
of 12 appropriation bills where we will 
continue making this progress of tak-
ing America in a new direction. This is 
a balanced bill adopting the pay-as- 
you-go principle enacted by this House 
of Representatives. 

This Energy and Water Appropria-
tion bill represents a bipartisan ap-
proach to our response to a growing en-
ergy crisis. We’re making real changes 
by focusing on commonsense priorities. 

We know we must reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil and cut our green-
house gas emissions. This legislation 
invests $3 billion in addressing global 
climate change. It does so by research-
ing effects of greenhouse gases and 

then working on the technologies that 
will make a new energy future. It also 
focuses on the growing renewable en-
ergy industry, making an investment 
in energy programs that both reduce 
greenhouse gases and help our Nation 
meet its energy needs. 

This Energy and Water bill provides 
a 50 percent increase in energy effi-
ciency, renewable energy and impor-
tant water projects, including $200 mil-
lion towards solar, $235 million in vehi-
cle technology to increase mileage effi-
ciency, $146 million in energy-efficient 
buildings, $117 million in enhancing hy-
dropower. 

In addition, it invests over $5 billion, 
as the gentlelady from California said, 
in construction operations and the 
management of critical water projects 
around the entire country, including in 
the State of Vermont. 

These programs are important not 
only when talking about the need to 
reduce America’s dependence on for-
eign oil and greenhouse gas emissions, 
but to make critical investments in 
new industries that can be seen across 
the country. If we make this commit-
ment now, we can have a pro-growth, 
pro-high tech, pro-environment econ-
omy of the future. 

In my district of Vermont, we have 
dozens of thriving, renewable energy 
companies rooted in our community 
and creating goods jobs. Efficiency 
Vermont, GroSolar, Agrefresh and 
NRG Systems, to name a few. 

This is a timely bill. It invests in our 
energy independence and makes a down 
payment on the necessary progress to 
address climate change in our energy 
future. This Congress is committed to 
taking our country in a new direction, 
working in a bipartisan manner and in 
a fiscally responsible way. We’re com-
mitted to making this an energy-inde-
pendent country. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I would ask my friend from 
California if she has any more requests. 
I have no more requests for time and 
I’m prepared to yield back if she is. 

Ms. MATSUI. I have no additional 
speakers. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

And this is a truly open rule that 
continues the longstanding tradition of 
providing open rules for appropriation 
bills. So therefore, Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port House Resolution 481, and urge my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill that 
puts our energy policy on line with the 
people’s priorities by investing. It also 
raises our investment in our water in-
frastructure. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the previous 
question and on the rule. 

Mr. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of this open rule and the fiscal year 
2008 Energy and Water Appropriations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend Chairman 
VISCLOSKY, Ranking Member HOBSON, and 
their subcommittee for putting together a 
strong bill that clearly recognizes the impor-
tance of scientific research and energy secu-
rity to our national competitiveness. In par-
ticular, I want to commend them for more than 
meeting the President’s request for the DOE 
Office of Science. 

Mr. Speaker, we face a world in which our 
economic competitors in Asia and Europe are 
making significant new investments in their 
own research capabilities. These investments 
are beginning to payoff, as Asian and Euro-
pean countries challenge U.S. leadership in 
the sciences, no matter how it is measured— 
by number of patents won, articles submitted 
to scientific journals, degrees awarded, or 
Nobel prizes won. 

Report after report has called on Congress 
and the President to invest in U.S. research 
capabilities. The benefits of such an invest-
ment to the U.S. economy and U.S. competi-
tiveness are well known. Economic experts 
have concluded that science-driven technology 
has accounted for more than 50 percent of the 
growth of the U.S. economy during the last 
half-century. 

That’s why President Bush and Congres-
sional Democrats and Republicans have pro-
posed doubling federal funding for basic re-
search in the physical sciences over the next 
5 to 10 years as part of their innovation and 
competitiveness initiatives. 

Supporting over 40 percent of total federal 
funding for basic research in the physical 
sciences—more than any other Federal agen-
cy—the DOE Office of Science is the Nation’s 
primary supporter of research in the physical 
sciences. 

Mr. Speaker, U.S. scientists are as bright as 
any in the world, but they traditionally have 
had better tools than everyone else. Under the 
President’s budget, 21,500 researchers would 
have access to the DOE’s unique system of 
large-scale, specialized user facilities. Nearly 
half of those users will be university faculty 
and students, many will be from other federal 
agencies, and a significant number will be 
from U.S. industry. 

And the Office of Science is using those fa-
cilities and its expertise to address our energy 
challenges. It supports basic research related 
to: The production of cellulosic biofuels; the 
development of advanced materials for the 
safe storage of hydrogen; more durable and 
efficient solar panels and wind turbines; and 
advanced nuclear systems, not to mention fu-
sion power. 

Mr. Speaker, the Office of Science has de-
veloped a balanced investment strategy to en-
sure the U.S. retains its dominance in such 
key scientific fields as biotechnology, 
nanotechnology, materials science, and super-
computing well into the next century. I again 
commend my colleagues on the Energy and 
Water Appropriations Subcommittee for recog-
nizing the great contributions that basic re-
search in general—and the DOE Office of 
Science in particular—make to our energy se-
curity and our national competitiveness. 

Ms. MATSUI. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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ELECTION OF MEMBER TO COM-

MITTEE ON ENERGY AND COM-
MERCE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the House Re-
publican Conference, I send to the desk 
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 496) and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 496 

Resolved, That the following member be, 
and is hereby, elected to the following stand-
ing committee of the House of Representa-
tives. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE.— 
Mr. Gillmor, to rank after Mr. Stearns. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

VACATING ORDERING OF YEAS 
AND NAYS ON S. 1352, DR. 
FRANCIS TOWNSEND POST OF-
FICE BUILDING 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the ordering 
of the yeas and nays be vacated with 
respect to the motion to suspend the 
rules and pass S. 1352 to the end that 
the Chair put the question de novo. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DAVIS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 1352. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERMISSION TO REDUCE TIME 
FOR ELECTRONIC VOTING DUR-
ING CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2641, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, during con-
sideration of H.R. 2641 pursuant to 
House Resolution 481, the Chair may 
reduce to 2 minutes the minimum time 
for electronic voting under clause 6 of 
rule XVIII. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 2641, 
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 481 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2641. 

b 1045 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2641) 
making appropriations for energy and 
water development and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. DAVIS of Alabama in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
VISCLOSKY) and the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my privilege to submit to the House for 
its consideration H.R. 2641, the Energy 
and Water Development Appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 2008. 

I want to first thank all the members 
of the Energy and Water Development 
Subcommittee for their help in bring-
ing this bill to the floor today. I par-
ticularly want to thank my partner 
and ranking member, Mr. HOBSON of 
Ohio, for his extraordinary friendship 
and cooperation this year. 

I would parenthetically point out 
that for the last 8 years, Mr. HOBSON 
has come to this floor as chairman of 
an appropriations subcommittee to 
manage a bill. I am wiser and richer be-
cause of the advice and counsel of Mr. 
HOBSON throughout the development of 
this bill, and I thank my friend deeply. 

This is a truly bipartisan bill that 
represents a fair and balanced com-
promise. I believe this is the way our 
constituents expect Representatives to 
work together, and I am proud of our 
bipartisan process. I also want to 
thank the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, Mr. OBEY, and the 
ranking minority member, Mr. LEWIS, 
for their support. 

And I deeply want to thank all of the 
staff of the subcommittee, Dixon But-
ler, Scott Burnison, Terry Tyborowski, 

Taunja Berquam, Lori Maes, Kevin 
Cook, Rob Blair, and Ben Nicholson, 
for their very hard work on this bill. I 
want to also thank both Shari Dav-
enport of my office and Kenny Kraft of 
Mr. HOBSON’s office. And I would also 
acknowledge our agency detailee, Chris 
Frabotta from the Corps of Engineers, 
for his assistance in putting this bill 
and report together. These people form 
a great team and their work has been 
invaluable. I would also note for the 
membership that Chris has served two 
tours of duty in Iraq as part of the 
Army Corps of Engineers and Taunja 
has also served our country in Iraq on 
one tour also with the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

Total funding for the Energy and 
Water Development in fiscal year 2008 
is $31.603 billion. This bill cuts lower 
priority programs. These spending cuts 
include 37 programs in weapons under 
the Department of Energy, totaling 
$632 million below the President’s re-
quest, and 20 other programs, totaling 
$280 million below the President’s re-
quest. 

On the other hand, this bill funds the 
most worthwhile projects and pro-
grams at or above the requested level. 
It reduces some programs that are less 
valuable or less urgent and redirects 
funding from previous years that has 
not been obligated or spent. 

All our constituents are in shock at 
the high price of gas. There is nearly 
half a billion dollars provided in this 
bill for research, development, and 
demonstration efforts in biofuels and 
vehicle technologies. I would also note 
that this subcommittee has been work-
ing to provide additional funding for 
this critical area for 3 years, first of 
all, under the leadership of Mr. HOBSON 
and, more recently, myself. We are 
today funding above the President’s re-
quest for biofuels and vehicle tech-
nologies over fiscal year 2006. Together 
we again increase funding in 2007, and 
this subcommittee this year made ad-
ditional investments in vehicle tech-
nologies and biofuels for fiscal year 
2008. Compared to the President’s 2006 
request, the subcommittee has worked 
in a bipartisan fashion to address the 
energy crisis by increasing funding for 
these areas by over 100 percent. 

These efforts will not bring down the 
price of gas immediately, but they will 
help put us on a path to decrease de-
pendence on imported oil and greater 
fuel efficiency. These are critical steps 
we must take today. 

One of the reasons for our current en-
ergy price crisis is the past lack of in-
vestment in energy. In fiscal year 2006, 
adjusted for inflation, government 
funding for energy research, develop-
ment, and demonstration had fallen to 
less than one-quarter of its 1980 levels. 
In the fiscal year 2007 year-long con-
tinuing resolution, Congress began to 
address this by increasing funding for 
energy efficiency and renewable energy 
activities at the Department of Energy 
by $300 million. For example, in fiscal 
year 2006, adjusted for inflation, gov-
ernment funding for conservation R&D 
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was 49.2 percent of where it was in 1980. 
This year it will be 68.7 percent. The 
bill provides increased funding for en-
ergy efficiency and renewable energy 
that is $400 million above 2007 levels. 

Energy consumption can be cut in 
the near term through increased fund-
ing for weatherization assistance. This 
bill provides $245 million in weatheriza-
tion grants and is an increase of $100 
million from the President’s request. 
In addition, the bill redirects fossil en-
ergy funding to emphasize carbon cap-
ture and sequestration. 

Increased funding is included for nu-
clear energy as well, balancing support 
for licensing new light water nuclear 
reactors, the kind that currently pro-
vide 20 percent of our electricity, for 
demonstrating the safer Gen IV he-
lium-cooled nuclear reactor technology 
and for research and development, par-
ticularly on the nuclear fuel cycle. 

Nuclear weapons or weapons material 
in the hands of terrorists is acknowl-
edged by the President and others to be 
the number one terrorist threat to the 
United States. The Department of En-
ergy takes the lead in combating this 
threat by advancing international ef-
forts to prevent nuclear proliferation 
with an $878 million, or 74 percent, in-
crease to the President’s proposed op-
erating level for legitimate nuclear 
nonproliferation programs. 

Testimony before our committee has 
made clear that there are significant 
opportunities for protecting such nu-
clear material where it exists, enhanc-
ing monitoring systems that detect it 
should it be moved illegitimately, and 
transferring it to safer locations. This 
bill also redirects funding provided in 
1999 but never spent to initiate a nu-
clear fuel bank under the auspices of 
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy. This fuel bank, conceived originally 
by former Senator Nunn and others, is 
intended to remove the motivation for 
countries that wish to rely on nuclear 
energy to develop their own uranium 
enrichment capabilities. This is the 
precise concern that the U.S. and many 
other nations have today with the 
country of Iran. 

Nuclear nonproliferation activities 
have included parallel efforts for the 
United States and Russia to dispose of 
surplus weapons-origin plutonium. The 
U.S. has pursued fabrication of mixed 
oxide fuels, so-called MOX, for use in 
commercial nuclear reactors followed 
by disposal in Yucca Mountain as its 
strategy. It is assumed that Russia will 
eventually agree to follow a similar 
path. Russia prefers a different path to 
dispose of its weapons-origin pluto-
nium by using it to fuel breeder reac-
tors. This approach would result in 
more plutonium, not less. The adminis-
tration and the defense authorizers 
ended a direct linkage between the U.S. 
and Russian programs last year. There-
fore, with no expectation of any Rus-
sian plutonium disposition occurring 
under this program, the U.S. MOX fa-
cility is no longer a nuclear non-
proliferation activity. And very impor-

tantly, and I would emphasize this, the 
subcommittee transfers the project to 
the nuclear energy program along with 
enough funding to allow construction 
to proceed. This funding for MOX will 
be accompanied by continuous over-
sight. This subcommittee will closely 
monitor the progress of the MOX facil-
ity. If mistakes continue to be made, 
the Department of Energy will find it 
very difficult to make a successful case 
for any further support. 

Without question, Mr. Chairman, 
there is a need for a comprehensive nu-
clear defense strategy and stockpile 
plan to guide transformation and 
downsizing of the stockpile nuclear 
weapons complex; and until progress is 
made on this crucial issue, there will 
be no new facilities or Reliable Re-
placement Warhead. Only when a fu-
ture nuclear weapons strategy is estab-
lished can the Department of Energy 
determine the requirements for the fu-
ture of nuclear weapons stockpile and 
nuclear weapons complex. 

Further, testimony before this sub-
committee has pointed to the potential 
for the international community to 
misunderstand development by the 
United States of a new nuclear weapon. 
Moreover, for the last decade, the ad-
ministration has said that stockpile 
stewardship was a path to maintain the 
safety, security, and reliability of the 
nuclear stockpile. Now, with three 
major facilities that we were told were 
needed for stockpile stewardship all 
overbudget, all over their deadlines, 
and all not completed, we are told 
‘‘let’s do something else.’’ 

Given the serious international and 
domestic consequences of the U.S. ini-
tiating a new nuclear weapons produc-
tion activity, it is critical that the ad-
ministration lay out a comprehensive 
course of action before funding is ap-
propriated. Major transformation of 
the weapons complex can only be pro-
duced with significant bipartisan sup-
port, lasting over multiple sections of 
Congress and multiple administrations. 
Given the track record of mismanage-
ment at the agency for projects that 
have a plan, I don’t think it is asking 
too much for a comprehensive nuclear 
strategy before we build a new nuclear 
weapon. 

People work hard for their money be-
fore they pay their Federal taxes. The 
Department of Energy has squandered 
vast sums of this money. Project man-
agement at the Department of Energy 
must be reformed. The Department of 
Energy is the largest civilian con-
tracting agency of the Federal Govern-
ment and spends over 90 percent of its 
annual budget on contracts. In 1990 the 
Government Accountability Office, the 
GAO, began an annual assessment re-
sulting in a list of programs that are at 
high risk for waste, abuse, and mis-
management. DOE contract manage-
ment has been on that list year in and 
year out for 17-long miserable years. 
GAO has found that since October 2002, 
alone, DOE has achieved its perform-
ance goal of implementing projects 

within 10 percent of cost and schedule 
baselines only about one-third of the 
time. 

One of the management failures is 
the waste treatment plant at Hanford, 
Washington, where the construction 
cost overrun now exceeds $8 billion. 
This is just one example of inexcus-
able, ineffective, and wasteful project 
management at the Department of En-
ergy. DOE’s inability to effectively 
manage critical projects has real con-
sequences for our Nation and calls into 
question their ability to ensure that we 
are prepared to meet important chal-
lenges. 

In the bill, DOE is directed to work 
with the GAO to develop a concrete 
plan to get off the GAO high-risk list. 

There are also elements in this bill, 
important ones, dedicated to the envi-
ronmental cleanup responsibilities of 
the Department and for the Army 
Corps of Engineers, as well as the Bu-
reau of Reclamation. 

I do believe, Mr. Chairman, this is a 
very good bill and would recommend it 
to my colleagues’ attention and would 
request their support. 

Mr. Chairman I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First of all, let me thank Mr. OBEY, 
the chairman of the committee, for his 
good work with us on this bill. And I 
want to add my support to Chairman 
VISCLOSKY on doing a good job on his 
first bill, and I will talk about that a 
little bit further. 

This is the first Energy and Water 
appropriation bill that my colleague 
from Indiana has developed and 
brought to the floor. The first one, I 
found out, is always the hardest one, 
but he has done a great job and it is a 
good bill; and I have certainly enjoyed 
working with him this year in a new 
position for me also as the ranking 
member on this bill. 

It certainly helps to have an alloca-
tion that is $1.1 billion over the admin-
istration’s request. However, I do not 
disagree with the major funding deci-
sion that the chairman has made in 
this bill. 

This bill is a very thoughtful ap-
proach to some very difficult issues, in-
cluding investing in our Nation’s water 
infrastructure, developing domestic en-
ergy sources with less impact on global 
climate, and fostering our national se-
curity through rational efforts on nu-
clear nonproliferation and nuclear 
weapons. 

I want to comment briefly on a cou-
ple of specific programs and projects, 
including several that Chairman VIS-
CLOSKY has just recently discussed. I 
fully support the increased spending 
for water resources infrastructure. We 
have chronically underinvested in this 
infrastructure in recent years both in 
this administration and, frankly, in 
the previous administration. 

b 1100 
And the hurricanes of 2005 taught us 

some very hard lessons about the con-
sequences of such underinvestment. 
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The Corps already has a significant 

backlog of construction projects, a 
backlog that, frankly, is only going to 
get larger with the next Water Re-
sources Development Act, which we 
don’t have the money to fund that. 

I’m very pleased that the chairman 
maintains the continuing contracts 
and financial management reforms for 
the Army Civil Works program. These 
reforms are critical if the Corps is to 
get its house in order, and if it is to 
make responsible use of the $5.5 billion 
we provide in this bill. And let me say 
that not fixing the Corps’ problems has 
cost us a lot of money, because when 
we don’t complete projects on time or 
don’t complete parts of projects, those 
projects grow in cost and it makes the 
problem even worse. And therefore, the 
underfunding of this by the administra-
tion, and not just this administration, 
but previous administrations, has not 
been helpful. 

I generally agree with the majority’s 
priorities for the Department of En-
ergy. It is essential that we develop ad-
vanced energy technologies that in-
crease our energy security by reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions and lessening 
our dependence on foreign oil. How-
ever, I will caution that increased 
spending on these technologies is no 
guarantee of increased results, espe-
cially at the Department of Energy. 

I want to briefly talk on this subject 
of loan guarantees. I will state up front 
that I have no confidence whatsoever 
that the Department of Energy is capa-
ble of managing this program in a re-
sponsible manner. That said, I recog-
nize the congressional and industry 
pressure in favor of loan guarantees. 

You may hear two complaints about 
our bill, that we do not provide the full 
administration request of $9 billion for 
loan guarantees, and that we did not 
include nuclear power plants in the $7 
billion. Those criticisms miss one es-
sential fact: that Congress already pro-
vided DOE with $4 billion for loan guar-
antees in the fiscal year 2007 con-
tinuing resolution that was not re-
stricted to any particular energy tech-
nologies. The Department could apply 
all $4 billion to nuclear power plants if 
they so choose. But let me tell you, 
they don’t have any expertise over 
there on this, and it’s going to be a 
mess because they don’t know how to 
handle it and they don’t know how to 
underwrite these loans. But they’re 
going ahead with the program because 
Congress is pushing them into it. 

Now I want to talk about nuclear 
weapons. 

I share the majority’s concerns on 
the reliable replacement warhead. The 
concept of RRW has merit if it allows 
us to have a smaller stockpile of more 
reliable weapons that will not require 
nuclear testing. But all we have right 
now is a vague promise. What we need 
to see is a significant stockpile plan 
from the administration that shows 
how developing the RRW will actually 
get us to a much smaller future stock-
pile. Such a stockpile plan is also es-

sential before we invest significant re-
sources in modernizing the DOE’s nu-
clear weapons complex. For that rea-
son our bill does not fund RRW, and 
makes roughly a 10 percent reduction 
in the weapons account activities. 

We should not be spending billions to 
modernize a Cold War footprint of the 
weapons complex until the Department 
of Defense defines what kind of future 
stockpile DOE will have to support. I 
don’t think most people are really 
aware of how this all works, but the 
Defense Department is the customer, 
DOE is the provider. 

I am aware that there are Members’ 
and administration concerns about the 
effect these cuts may have on weapons 
facilities. I will address these concerns 
later in my discussions. 

Now let me talk about one that real-
ly gets me going. 

There is really only one place in this 
bill, and I see the chairman smiling, 
where I have a really significant dif-
ference of opinion with the majority, 
and that is funding for the MOX plant. 
For those Members who are not famil-
iar with this project, let me do a little 
quick review. 

In early 2000, the United States and 
Russia agreed for each country to dis-
pose of 34 metric tons of excess weap-
ons-usable plutonium. Each country 
had a preferred technology for pluto-
nium disposition. The U.S. wanted im-
mobilization, and Russia wanted fast 
reactors. So, they reached a com-
promise to convert the plutonium into 
mixed oxide fuel to be burned in exist-
ing commercial lightwater reactors. 
The U.S. and Russia were supposed to 
proceed in parallel with their respec-
tive MOX projects. Well, guess what? 
The Russians are coming. Last year, 
Sergey Kiriyenko, the head of 
ROSATOM in Russia, told the chair-
man and myself that MOX is an obso-
lete and expensive technology, and 
Russia has no intention of building a 
MOX plant unless the international 
community pays 100 percent of the 
cost. If Russia has to spend any of its 
own money for plutonium disposition, 
then it will use fast reactors. He 
couldn’t believe that we were dumb 
enough to still want to build a MOX 
plant in the United States. Well, guess 
what? We are going to build one be-
cause we are that dumb, I guess, be-
cause DOE and some in Congress still 
think we should proceed with construc-
tion of this plant. 

The project was sold to Congress as 
costing only $1 billion. That’s where it 
started out. The latest estimate, and 
they haven’t broken ground yet, is $4.7 
billion. And that’s before construction 
actually starts. Given DOE’s dismal 
track record of controlling costs, the 
final price tag will certainly be much 
higher. The total set of facilities and 
operations that must be completed to 
dispose of the 34 metric tons of U.S. 
plutonium has an estimated life-cycle 
cost of $11 billion. And the project is 
now a mere 11 years behind schedule. 

So, what has been the response of 
this cost growth and schedule slipping 

and the Russian abandonment of the 
MOX approach? The authorizers 
delinked the U.S. and Russia project, 
meaning they want the U.S. MOX 
project to go forward with or without 
any Russian progress. The U.S. mate-
rial, frankly, is not at risk. What we 
really wanted to do was to eliminate 
the 34 metric tons of the Russians. So 
now, what is the incentive for the Rus-
sians to go forward and eliminate 
theirs? So, we lost all our leverage. 

This is not about nonprolifieration, 
it’s all about jobs and economic devel-
opment in South Carolina. Without 
any competition, DOE picked the Sa-
vannah Rivers site as the place for the 
MOX project. Some claim that South 
Carolina only accepted this mission 
with great reluctance, and insisted on 
DOE building a MOX plant so that plu-
tonium would have an assured path out 
of the State. Well, that argument is 
bogus for two reasons. 

First, the 34 metric tons of pluto-
nium is not presently at Savannah 
River. The vast majority of it is stored 
at the Pantex plant in Texas. The gov-
ernment does not have an obligation to 
get this material out of South Carolina 
because this material isn’t in South 
Carolina. 

Second, some folks assume that con-
struction operation of the MOX plant 
somehow guarantees this plutonium 
material will leave their State. Well, it 
doesn’t. We have testimony on the 
record from DOE making very clear 
that Yucca Mountain will be full to its 
authorized capacity by the year 2010. 
Any material generated after that 
date, whether spent MOX reactor fuel 
or even vitrified plutonium, will re-
main in storage onsite until Yucca is 
expanded or a second repository is 
built. That means this plutonium ma-
terial will remain in South Carolina 
for a long time. And during that time, 
they’re going to be able to sue us for 
$100 million a year because we haven’t 
moved it. Does this sound dumb? Does 
this sound like smart business? Not to 
this Member. 

I had high hopes that the Secretary 
of Energy had the background and 
skills to make a real difference at 
DOE, and certainly on this project he 
could have made a difference. But I 
have lost confidence in him, and it 
started over his unwillingness to 
change course on the MOX project 
when circumstances changed. 

There is plenty of blame to go 
around. Not only has the administra-
tion stubbornly insisted on ‘‘staying 
the course’’ on this troubled project, 
but the authorizing committees with 
jurisdiction have failed to exercise 
oversight and taken action on MOX. 
Even the fiscal conservatives in my 
own party, who were so anxious to 
criticize every earmark, miss the fact 
that this project will waste $11 billion 
of taxpayer dollars. I want you to know 
under my watch, when I was chairman 
of this, we gave it zero funding. And I 
would have liked to have done that. 
But I understand the pressures on the 
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chairmen on both the committee and 
the subcommittee. And frankly, they 
have reduced the level significantly 
from the requested amount. 

I really appreciate the fact that the 
chairman of the full committee and 
Mr. VISCLOSKY made a statement, the 
statement was actually by Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY and supported by Chairman 
OBEY. And the chairman said, ‘‘The 
MOX plant is one of only a few con-
struction activities supported in the 
bill. And DOE is put on notice that the 
first sign of significant cost growth, 
schedule slip or requirements change, 
the committee will shut this project 
down.’’ In future years, maybe this 
project will run off the rails, and I 
want Members to see what happens 
here. 

I offered to the administration and to 
others not to build this plant the way 
they’re building it. I think it’s silly to 
build 34 metric ton capacity and then 
have to tear the plant down and send it 
out to Utah and put it underground. 
What I really wanted to do, and offered 
to do, was build a plant that we could 
design up front to where we could do 
other types of fuels in this, rather than 
the weapons-grade plutonium, but no-
body seems to be listening anywhere at 
this point. But I do appreciate the full 
chairman and the chairman of the sub-
committee and their comments. 

I want to talk about the policy on 
earmarks. I think we’ve got that 
straightened out now. I wish it had 
been in this bill, but I think it’s going 
to move forward. And I think we fail in 
our responsibility if we don’t do over-
sight. I think it’s good to take out both 
the President’s earmarks and our ear-
marks. I did that before. Any new 
starts that were in the bill, I took 
them out when I was chairman, and I 
want to congratulate the chairman 
now for doing the same thing. We need 
to provide more oversight. 

I really get upset that the way the 
Corps of Engineers is done today is we 
get no real input into that. It’s all ba-
sically done by an agency within the 
White House and by some people that 
we don’t even meet with and we don’t 
even know. They are saying what’s 
going to go forward in somebody’s com-
munity or not going forth in some-
body’s community; and frankly, we’re 
here and know our communities better 
than somebody in some agency that we 
can’t find. 

I want to just conclude by saying I 
am pleased that Chairman VISCLOSKY 
has continued the bipartisan coopera-
tion in this bill. I am proud to be a part 
of a subcommittee that focuses on get-
ting the job done efficiently and does 
not let partisanship get in the way of 
doing the right thing for the American 
people. 

This subcommittee could not get the 
job done so well without exceptional 
staff. I want to thank Dixon Butler, 
Taunja Berquam, Scott Burnison, 
Terry Tyborowski and Lori Maes on 
the majority side for their hard work 
and dedication. I might say, many of 

those people worked when I was the 
chairman before, and I thank the ma-
jority for keeping them, and for the 
good work that all of them have done. 

I also want to thank Chris Frabotta, 
our Corps detailee this year, who 
comes from the Corps’ Wilmington Dis-
trict and has served in Iraq. I also want 
to thank Kevin Cook, Ben Nicholson 
and Rob Blair on our minority sub-
committee staff, and Shari Davenport 
on the chairman’s personal staff and 
Kenny Kraft on my staff for a great 
job. We have all worked together on 
this bill for a number of years, and we 
are continuing to do that. 

I just really want to thank my chair-
man, my partner on this bill. I frankly 
intend to be as good a partner to the 
chairman as he was to me when I was 
the chairman. And the only way we can 
solve some of the problems of the Corps 
of Engineers and the Department of 
Energy is, frankly, for us to continue 
working together. 

Despite my concerns about the level 
of spending without congressional di-
rection, I intend to support this bill to 
the full. And I encourage the other 
members of the committee to do so as 
well. 

Once again, I thank the chairman for 
his courtesy, and I look forward to 
working with him for a number of 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just make a few comments. One 
is, I do not believe that Mr. HOBSON 
was on the floor when I thanked him 
for his sage advice. 

As he mentioned in his opening re-
marks, as I did in mine, he has chaired 
eight times and has brought bills to 
the floor eight times on appropriation 
subcommittees. He has been a great 
friend and a great teacher. I would sug-
gest that the mistakes I make are my 
own and not a failure of Mr. HOBSON or 
the ably trained staff on the com-
mittee. 

I would also simply point out in all 
seriousness that the differences, so to 
speak, between Mr. HOBSON and myself 
on MOX are marginal and at a matter 
of degrees. We are agreed as far as the 
failure of the Department of Energy 
and their management practices. We 
are agreed that they are forewarned 
that they had better not make one mis-
take in South Carolina on this project. 
And I would very strongly emphasize 
that the moneys for MOX are where 
they should be and where I certainly 
want them to remain, and that is with-
in the energy programs of the Depart-
ment of Energy because MOX no longer 
has anything to do with proliferation, 
and if left in that account, would have 
eaten half of that very important pro-
gram alive from a monetary stand-
point. 

b 1115 

I would emphasize this is not simply 
an issue of money, but keeping that 
money in its appropriate account, and 

that is in the energy account at the 
Department of Energy. Again I would 
thank the gentleman for his words on 
this project on this House floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the chairman of 
the full committee. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for the time, and I want 
to congratulate the gentleman from In-
diana and the gentleman from Ohio for 
doing a first-rate piece of work on this 
legislation. They know their business, 
they work with each other well, and I 
am proud of both of them. I would like 
to discuss two matters. The first is the 
question of congressional earmarks, 
and the second is the actual substance 
of this bill. 

We have seen much attention paid 
over the past several months to the 
practice of Congress earmarking cer-
tain projects. 

This bill is a project-oriented bill, 
and so there will be quite a lot of that 
going on before the bill is finished. But 
I would like to put that in context. The 
fact is that the administration has re-
quested far more dollars for earmark 
projects for this bill than the Congress 
traditionally provides. 

Example: in fiscal year 2006, which is 
the last year we had a completed bill, 
the President asked for 987 specific ear-
mark projects in the budget for the 
Army Corps of Engineers, costing $3.8 
billion. The Congress appropriated $1.1 
billion for projects that it ranked as 
high priority. 

The result: 77 percent of the Army 
Corps budget went for projects ear-
marked by the administration; 23 per-
cent went for projects earmarked by 
the Congress of the United States. 

In fact, this is a copy of the report 
for that 2006 bill. The list of adminis-
tration project earmark requests goes 
on for 46 pages, and I would submit 
that if the administration had been 
Democratic, it would have been the 
same result. 

Now, how does the administration de-
cide how to allocate money to specific 
projects? Here is what the instruction 
sheet reads for the Corps of Engineers: 
‘‘To be included in the recommended 
program and considered for the ceiling 
program for fiscal 2008, a construction 
project or separate element must be 
consistent with policy.’’ 

Well, guess what? That is the same 
policy that Congress provides. Projects 
have to be consistent with policy in 
order to be included. 

The document from the Army Corps 
of Engineers also says it must have a 
decision document for which executive 
branch review has been completed. And 
then it goes on to say, each project or 
separable element must meet at least 
one of nine criteria, which are listed. 
But then it goes on to say, ‘‘however, 
the agency may propose to relax those 
criteria, to use additional criteria, or 
to include special cases.’’ 

Guess what? That is exactly what the 
Congress does in determining which 
projects it feels are high priority. 
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Now, let’s turn to 2008. This year, the 

administration has requested some 991 
projects. If you string them end to end, 
that is how long their project list is for 
this year. I would submit, in the end, 
this will be a longer list than the 
project list provided by the Congress in 
this bill. 

So let me simply state that whether 
projects are funded because of directed 
spending on the part of the administra-
tion or directed spending on the part of 
the Congress, the result is the same: 
public money is expended on projects 
that either the executive branch or the 
legislative branch thinks represent 
high priority needs. So much for ear-
marks in this bill. 

Now, let me simply discuss the sub-
stance. There are three major areas of 
funding critical to our country’s future 
in the bill: climate change, the energy 
crisis, and nuclear policy. 

This bill includes more than $1 bil-
lion above the President’s request for 
climate change. Funding goes to en-
ergy research, for development and 
demonstration of energy technologies 
that don’t release greenhouse gases. 
They include conservation, research 
and development, and demonstration 
to reduce energy consumption in build-
ings, vehicles and energy-intensive in-
dustries. They include deployment of 
conservation measures in Federal 
buildings. They include demonstration 
of capture and sequestration of carbon 
dioxide. 

In the 1970s, the United States re-
sponded to the energy crisis in those 
days with substantially increased fund-
ing for energy research, for develop-
ment and demonstration. But with the 
collapse of oil prices in the eighties, 
the interests of the administrations 
and the interests of Congress, unfortu-
nately, subsided. So the result is that 
by fiscal 2006, after adjusting for infla-
tion, research budgets for renewable 
energy were only 20 percent of what 
they were in real terms in 1980. Re-
search budgets for fossil energy were 
only 25 percent of 1980 levels. Funding 
for conservation research was only 49 
percent of 1980 levels. 

In the year-long continuing resolu-
tion which we passed just 3 months 
ago, we raised those percentages con-
siderably. So 2007 funding for renew-
able energy was boosted up to 38 per-
cent of 1980 levels, and 2007 funding for 
conservation was boosted to 54 percent 
of 1980 levels. 

This bill continues that effort: 2008 
funding for renewable energy will now 
under this bill be upped to 47 percent of 
1980 levels, 2008 funding for fossil en-
ergy will be upped to 31 percent of 1980 
levels, and 2008 funding for conserva-
tion will be up to 67 percent of 1980 lev-
els. 

This bill also provides for a $2 billion 
operating level for the nuclear non-
proliferation activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

This bill does not fund new nuclear 
weapons nor major new weapons facili-
ties, because the administration has 

not developed a strategy for strategic 
nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War 
era. 

So let me simply say in conclusion 
that this bill reverses a quarter cen-
tury of decline in energy research. It 
increases critical funding to prevent 
nuclear weapons or material from fall-
ing into the hands of terrorists. It rep-
resents a responsibly balanced bill. I 
congratulate both gentlemen for pro-
ducing this, and I would urge strong 
support for its passage. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished ranking member. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk for a 
minute about process, because I have 
been on the Appropriations Committee 
11 years and on this subcommittee for 
9 years. I have served on half a dozen 
subcommittees of appropriations, and I 
have seen no subcommittees exert 
more or better oversight to the pro-
grams that they are responsible for 
than this committee. 

First under Chairman HOBSON, now 
under Chairman VISCLOSKY, the two 
have worked as brothers very effec-
tively to hold accountable these agen-
cies. You heard them both express con-
sternation with the Department of En-
ergy. In my 121⁄2 years here, the first 6 
years it was Democratic leadership of 
that Department, and now Republican 
leadership of that Department. Both 
could improve, and both must improve. 
But these gentlemen are trying to hold 
these programs accountable. 

There are two issues here on respon-
sibility. One is just holding the line on 
spending. The other is exerting the 
Congress’ responsibility to make sure 
these programs work and that we get 
the bang for the buck, spend the money 
and get the return. Oftentimes, the bu-
reaucracy and the waste and the mis-
management are more important than 
the dollars that are being spent. They 
are doing something about it, and 
doing it extremely well. 

Now, I am also for holding the line on 
spending in a big way. But if you ask 
the American people right now which 
one of these appropriations bills should 
you be spending more money in, they 
would say energy independence first. It 
is the biggest national security issue 
we have now. It is the confluence of the 
natural environment, our energy inde-
pendence, and national security. 

So all I would say is, let’s be careful 
we are not penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish. We should be spending more money 
on renewables and energy efficiency 
and energy research. We should be try-
ing to encourage biomass and new fuels 
and new vehicles. So let’s be careful, 
okay? 

I definitely want to hold the line on 
spending. There are going to be some 
vetoes, and rightly so. But I want to 
make sure that this particular bill at 
the end of the day better funds these 
programs that we are all for. 

Remember, ‘‘conservative’’ means 
conserve energy, save energy, more ef-
ficient energy. These are important 
programs. They can be managed better. 

This is also the bill that funds nu-
clear nonproliferation, a big issue right 
now. We have got weapons activities. 
HEATHER WILSON of New Mexico spoke 
at our conference this morning about 
things that actually are not in this bill 
and should be in this bill. 

So this is the beginning of the proc-
ess. I know Senator DOMENICI is going 
to weigh in. I love it, because these 
House leaders have given the House a 
better position to negotiate this bill 
from than we have ever had in my ten-
ure here, because we need that lever-
age. Frankly, the Senate has rolled us 
on this bill for many years. Not any 
more. We get fair treatment. We can go 
in there and negotiate our priorities 
and come away with a good product. 

So I am not going to say this bill is 
perfect, but I have to tell you, they 
have done a great job putting it to-
gether. We are going to end up with a 
great bill in the final analysis. Con-
gratulations to all, and thanks to the 
staff. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. PERLMUTTER). 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank Mr. VISCLOSKY for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill really, I 
think Mr. WAMP said it is best, is one 
about efficiency and it is about how we 
spend our money when it comes to en-
ergy independence. There is no ques-
tion that the people of this country un-
derstand it very well, that this bill is 
good for national security, it is good 
for the climate and it is good for jobs, 
because it promotes energy efficiency, 
it promotes renewable energy and al-
ternative sources of energy, and it adds 
sufficient funding to the Department of 
Energy so that it can really boost its 
Office of Science and its Office of En-
ergy Efficiency. 

I am fortunate to have in the Sev-
enth Congressional District of Colorado 
the National Renewable Energy Lab, 
which is the finest laboratory of its 
kind in the world, to promote renew-
able energy and energy efficiency. This 
bill will help the Department of Energy 
continue to support the National Re-
newable Energy Lab as it works with 
the private sector to come up with new 
ways to power America and the rest of 
the globe. 

This is a fine bill. I thank the com-
mittee for developing this. I support it, 
and I ask wholehearted support from 
the Congress, because this, as I said, is 
good for national security, it is good 
for the climate, and it is good for jobs. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) for a colloquy 
with the chairman of the sub-
committee. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
do want to enter into a colloquy with 
Chairman VISCLOSKY. 
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Today I rise to highlight the impor-

tance of research of advanced battery 
technology and our efforts to reduce 
our country’s dependence on Mideast 
oil, also increase energy efficiency, cut 
emissions and strengthen the manufac-
turing sectors, all of which is all so 
vital to our economy. The U.S. auto-
motive industry understands these 
goals and is currently working to meet 
them. I believe Congress should con-
tinue to assist The Big Three in reach-
ing these goals. 

b 1130 

There are many ideas that show 
promise of accomplishing these critical 
goals; but alternative and renewable 
fuels are an essential part of the equa-
tion and many promising technologies 
are being developed. Ethanol and 
biofuels are encouraging, but the tech-
nology and infrastructure simply are 
not there to make them viable solu-
tions right away. 

Hybrid-electric technology has al-
ready shown its capability to dramati-
cally increase fuel efficiency and has 
proven to be acceptable to the Amer-
ican car consumer. However, gas-elec-
tric hybrid vehicles do not represent 
the end of this avenue. If we invest val-
uable research and development dollars 
into leap-ahead technology such as ad-
vanced batteries, we can move past the 
tailpipe entirely with fully electric 
automobiles. 

The Japanese Government invests 
heavily in advanced battery research 
which benefits Toyota directly. The 
American auto companies asked Presi-
dent Bush and Congress for a modest 
investment of $500 million over the 
next 5 years for advanced battery tech-
nology research and development. This 
research, which would be conducted by 
USCAR, is critical to making the plug- 
in hybrids a reality. 

While I understand the limitations 
that you face with your allocation, Mr. 
Chairman, it is my hope we will be able 
to work together to increase funding 
for advanced battery research and the 
development that goes with it as this 
bill works its way to conference. 

I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 

gentleman’s comments, and I thank 
the gentleman for his concern about 
this important topic. 

I agree with him that advanced bat-
tery research and development is es-
sential in our goals to increase energy 
efficiency and reduce emissions. That 
is why we have included an additional 
$10 million over the President’s request 
in this bill for advanced battery R&D. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
chairman for his support and am great-
ly appreciative of his commitment to 
such an important endeavor. However, 
the U.S. automotive industry believes 
that a significant increase of Federal 
investment in the development of ad-
vanced batteries will not only improve 
fuel efficiency and reduce the emis-
sions, but it will also help them com-
pete with foreign automakers whose 

countries have already committed to 
provide significant funding for ad-
vanced battery R&D. The U.S. auto-
makers believe that an additional $100 
million this year for advanced battery 
R&D would considerably promote cur-
rent efforts to develop the technology 
and become a leader in the production 
of advanced lithium ion batteries. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I thank the gen-
tleman for his passionate support of 
the domestic automotive industry and 
appreciate the industry’s effect on the 
national economy because I have a 
strong manufacturing presence in my 
district. Technology development is 
vital to the success of the manufac-
turing sector, and Congress should con-
tinue its support of R&D. 

I also thank the gentleman for his 
acknowledgment of our budget con-
straints. The subcommittee will be 
happy to work with him and the rest of 
our colleagues as we work our way 
through conference. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT). 

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I want to thank the 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
for yielding me the time. 

I know that both the chairman and 
the ranking member share my great 
frustration that again this year the De-
partment of Energy failed to request 
funding for the university reactor in-
frastructure and education assistance 
program. That is why I was extremely 
concerned to learn that this bill in-
cluded no funding for this program. 

At the same time I recognize that the 
subcommittee has provided $15 million 
in funding for the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to support university pro-
grams, but that spending will be lim-
ited to scholarships and fellowships 
and ‘‘human infrastructure’’ programs. 
And I understand that Assistant Sec-
retary Spurgeon has indicated publicly 
that DOE plans to support universities, 
faculty and students with over $60 mil-
lion in funding from its core research 
programs. 

I would ask this of the ranking mem-
ber: Does the subcommittee expect the 
DOE to fulfill this commitment? And, 
furthermore, is the $15 million in NRC 
funding in this bill in addition to 
DOE’s commitment? 

I yield to Mr. HOBSON. 
Mr. HOBSON. I thank the gentle-

woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) for 
her interest in this area. She is correct; 
the committee fully expects DOE to 
fulfill its commitment, recognizing the 
exact amount will change because the 
core research funding in this bill devi-
ates from the President’s request. And 
this DOE funding is in addition to the 
$15 million the subcommittee is pro-
viding NRC to support university pro-
grams. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. To ensure that the 
DOE fulfills this commitment, would 
the ranking member be willing to re-
quest that DOE submit a detailed re-
port on how much the DOE would 
spend on university nuclear programs 
within the funding levels provided in 
this bill? 

Mr. HOBSON. In reply, yes, we will 
make that request. And should the sub-
committee find the DOE’s response un-
acceptable or not receive a response by 
the deadline stipulated, I commit to 
working in conference to direct the 
DOE to support university nuclear pro-
grams using core research program 
funding. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman. I am also concerned that the 
bill does not provide sufficient funding 
for research reactor infrastructure sup-
port and upgrades. Would the ranking 
member be willing to work with me 
and other interested Members to en-
sure that the needs of our Nation’s re-
search reactor infrastructure are met 
in fiscal year 2008? 

Mr. HOBSON. I would be happy to 
work with my colleague on this issue. 
The subcommittee recognizes support 
for university-based research reactors 
is an important part of the Federal 
stewardship role for the U.S. nuclear 
science and engineering enterprise. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Finally on a separate and unrelated 
issue, I remain concerned that there is 
no funding in this bill for the Army 
Corps’ dispersal barrier on the Chicago 
Ship and Sanitary Canal, which is de-
signed to keep aquatic invasive species 
like the Asian carp from reaching the 
Great Lakes and devastating the eco-
system. 

I recognize the bill contains no fund-
ing for the barriers because the bill 
identifies no projects, and because ad-
ditional authority included in WRDA is 
required for the Corps to complete and 
operate the barriers. If for some reason 
WRDA isn’t enacted before conference 
begins on this bill, will the ranking 
member agree to help address the out-
standing authorization issues and ap-
propriate the necessary funds for these 
barriers in conference? 

Mr. HOBSON. I am committed to ad-
dressing any outstanding issues related 
to the barriers in conference, if nec-
essary. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. And then, Mr. Chair-
man, do you share these concerns 
about both the barriers and DOE’s uni-
versity nuclear programs, and will you 
support the approach the ranking 
member and I are proposing to take to 
address these concerns? 

I yield to Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I will assure the 

gentlewoman that I do, and I will. 
Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the chairman 

and the ranking member for their ef-
forts in this area. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. How much time re-
mains on both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. Both sides have 6 
minutes remaining in debate. 
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

recognize the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) for a unanimous 
consent request. 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, because of the flood map-
ping crisis in Houston, Texas, and the 
need for flood control, let me add my 
appreciation and submit my statement 
for the RECORD in support of this legis-
lation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I rise to speak in 
strong support of H.R. 2641, the ‘‘Energy and 
Water Appropriations Act of 2007.’’ I also rise 
to express my sincere appreciation to Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, the chairman of the Energy and 
Water Subcommittee and his ranking member, 
Mr. HOBSON of Ohio, for working together in a 
constructive effort to renew America’s depend-
ence on foreign oil and cutting greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

Moreover, this bill merits our support be-
cause it increases the Nation’s commitment to 
long-term basic research by increasing the 
Federal investment that is so critical to devel-
oping the next generation of scientific break-
throughs. Federal funding for research and de-
velopment has declined steadily over the last 
decade, and sound science has been com-
promised by political interference. This legisla-
tion takes a giant step toward reversing this 
disturbing trend. 

Mr. Chairman, in the 1970s, our Nation 
faced an energy crisis unlike any we had ever 
experienced before. The OPEC oil embargo of 
1973 led to skyrocketing prices, long gas 
lines, gas sales only every other day, and 
shortages where gas was simply unavailable. 
We experienced another oil shock in the late 
1970s and under the leadership of President 
Jimmy Carter, America responded with un-
precedented initiatives for energy research. 
But over the years, gas prices came down, in-
centive was lost, and these efforts fell by the 
wayside. 

Today, we again face an energy crisis, only 
this time it is coupled with the enormous chal-
lenge of addressing the reality of global cli-
mate change. H.R. 2641 attempts to face 
these twin crises with over three billion dollars 
to address global climate change—research-
ing its effects and working on technologies to 
slow it down—and investment in renewable 
energy programs that both reduce greenhouse 
gases and help our nation meet its energy 
needs. 

The bill cuts funding for poorly thought-out 
plans for nuclear weapons recognizing that 
because of the enormous cost and the impor-
tance to our national security they require 
smart strategies not blank checks. Instead it 
works to keep Americans safe with a 75 per-
cent increase in funding for nuclear non-
proliferation efforts. It also funds the Army 
Corps of Engineers, strengthening our Na-
tion’s navigation infrastructure and improving 
flood control programs. 

Before I highlight some of the more attrac-
tive provisions of this legislation, which by the 
way contains no earmarks, let me explain 
briefly why this energy and water legislation is 
so near and dear to the people I represent in 
the Eighteenth Congressional District of 
Texas. 

In the past 2 years, Houston, the center of 
my district, has experienced some of the most 
devastating acts of nature in its history. 

Six years ago this month, in June 2001, 
Tropical Storm Allison hit southeast Texas. 
Until Hurricane Katrina, this storm would be-
come the costliest tropical storm in United 
States history. Flash flooding initiated quite 
rapidly during Houston’s rush hour late Friday 
afternoon and on into the evening hours. 
Widespread street flooding was the initial 
threat, but the high rainfall amounts forced al-
most all the major Houston area bayou sys-
tems into severe flooding, with some to record 
levels. All major freeways in the Houston area 
were severely flooded in at least one location 
during this event. During this single event 
alone, rainfall in Harris County ranged from 
just 2 inches in the extreme west to in excess 
of 20 inches over Green’s Bayou in the east. 
Countywide, the average rainfall was 8 inches 
with over two-thirds of the county receiving 
over 10 inches. 

The total damage across southeast Texas 
approached $5 billion, $4.88 billion in Harris 
County alone. Twenty-two deaths were 
caused by Allison, with each of these fatalities 
occurring in Harris County. At this time, thun-
derstorms began to train and merge across 
the Houston metro area, and the system 
evolved into a powerful complex right over the 
most populated portion of our CWA that 
evening. This complex progressed south and 
east into the early morning hours of Saturday, 
June 9. Very heavy rainfall was observed for 
up to 10 hours in some locations, and rainfall 
rates of 4 inches or more per hour were ob-
served throughout the night. A station in north-
east Houston recorded over 26 inches of rain 
in almost 10 hours. 

In response, the Tropical Storm Allison Re-
covery Project was launched. TSARP is a joint 
study effort by the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, FEMA, and the Harris Coun-
ty Flood Control District, the District. The pur-
pose of the TSARP project is to develop tech-
nical products that will assist the local commu-
nity in recovery from the devastating flooding, 
and provide the community with a greater un-
derstanding of flooding and flood risks. The 
end product of the study is new flood insur-
ance rate maps. 

TSARP mission statement is: to assist resi-
dents of Harris County in recovery from Trop-
ical Storm Allison and minimize damages from 
future floods by investigating the flood event 
and by developing current, accurate, and time-
ly flood hazard information. 

TSARP uses state-of-the-art technology. 
TSARP has yielded many products that will 
help us better understand our flood risk. 
These products will assist citizens in making 
important decisions, and will assist public 
agencies in infrastructure planning. The hoped 
for end result of TSARP is a more informed 
and disaster resistant community and one that 
is better prepared. 

Purchasing flood insurance before June 18 
allowed people to ‘‘grandfather’’ their existing 
floodplain status and pay lower premiums for 
flood insurance. Once the maps became offi-
cial on June 18 residents and business own-
ers whose properties are categorized in high-
er-risk flood zones on the new maps may pay 
higher rates. 

According to FEMA, a ‘‘Regulatory Flood-
way’’ means the channel of a river or other 
watercourse and the adjacent land areas that 

must be reserved in order to discharge the 
base flood without cumulatively increasing the 
water surface elevation more than a des-
ignated height. Communities must regulate de-
velopment in these floodways to ensure that 
there are no increases in upstream flood ele-
vations. For streams and other watercourses 
where FEMA has provided Base Flood Ele-
vations, BFEs, but no floodway has been des-
ignated, the community must review floodplain 
development on a case-by-case basis to en-
sure that increases in water surface elevations 
do not occur, or identify the need to adopt a 
floodway if adequate information is available. 

FEMA regulations say ‘‘Communities must 
regulate development in these floodways to 
ensure that there are no increases in up-
stream flood elevations.’’ The city of Houston 
interprets that as no development within the 
floodway. This is not necessarily correct. Con-
struction can take place but it cannot obstruct 
the water. Elevating the structure gets the 
same effect but the city denies this as they 
said debris may collect under the structure. 
They will only allow a remodeling permit if the 
improvements do not exceed 50 percent of the 
structures value. 

There is one neighborhood along White Oak 
Bayou that is greatly affected. The homes are 
of higher value than most of the district. Alter-
natives to resolve their issue include widening 
the bayou or diverting floodwater. 

The Harris County Flood District is now in-
vestigating these alternatives. Otherwise the 
only solution would be a change in the city’s 
ordinance allowing construction in the 
floodway. 

I am looking forward to working with col-
leagues on the Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Subcommittee to explore ways and 
means of resolving this problem so that 
Houstonians will not be forced out of their 
homes and unable to afford flood insurance. 

Mr. Chairman, let me provide this partial list-
ing of some of the many good provisions in 
this legislation. First, H.R. 2641 will improve 
U.S. waterways and flood protection by in-
creasing funding for the Army Corps of Engi-
neers by $713.4 million above the President’s 
request to address a $1 billion backlog of op-
erations and needed maintenance. This back-
log needs to be addressed to sustain the 
coastal and inland navigation infrastructure 
critical to the U.S. economy, and the gaps in 
flood protection highlighted in Hurricane 
Katrina. 

Second, the legislation will help reduce de-
pendence on foreign oil and cut greenhouse 
gas emissions. Renewable energy and energy 
efficiency programs are funded at $1.9 bil-
lion—a 50 percent increase in energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy above the Presi-
dent’s request for energy efficiency and re-
newable energy programs. This is in addition 
to the additional $300 million added in the FY 
2007 joint resolution. In contrast, the Presi-
dent’s FY 2008 request for renewable energy 
and energy efficiency research is the same as 
it was in 2001 in real terms. 

Funding for research and development of al-
ternative fuels such as corn based and cel-
lulosic ethanol and biodiesel is increased by 
40 percent above the President’s request. 
Solar Energy demonstration projects receive a 
34 percent increase above the President’s re-
quest. There is also $22 million to research 
new ways of generating power from water 
flow, and $44.3 million for geothermal energy, 
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neither of which were funded in the Presi-
dent’s request. This is on top of the $95 mil-
lion for upgrades to existing hydropower dams 
funded under the Army Corps. 

I could go on and on. This thoughtful legis-
lation provides funding to invest in new vehicle 
technology; energy efficient buildings; weath-
erization; carbon capture and sequestration; 
and climate change science. And it cuts 
wasteful spending as well. 

For example, H.R. 2641 directs the Energy 
Department to develop a concrete plan to im-
prove its contract management. The Energy 
Department has been on the GAO list of pro-
grams that are at high-risk for waste, fraud, 
abuse and mismanagement for 17 years in a 
row. 

The bill also cuts Global Nuclear Energy 
Partnership, GNEP, funding by $285 million 
below the President’s request and $47.5 mil-
lion below 2007 for this initiative to reprocess 
spent nuclear fuel and burn long-lived radio-
active materials. There are concerns that this 
project is unsafe, will cost tens of billions of 
dollars, and could make it far easier for terror-
ists to obtain plutonium to make nuclear weap-
ons. 

The bill also secures substantial savings by 
cutting wasteful and unnecessary nuclear 
weapons programs by $5.9 billion, $632 mil-
lion below the President’s request and $396 
million below 2007. It cuts 37 specific weap-
ons program accounts, including the Reliable 
Replacement Warhead program. The existing 
stockpile will continue to provide the Nation’s 
nuclear deterrent for the next two decades, 
and certainly until the President develops a 
strategic nuclear weapons plan to transform 
the nuclear weapons complex away from its 
expensive cold war configuration to a more af-
fordable, sustainable structure. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support H.R. 2641 
and urge my colleagues to join me. I thank 
Chairman VISCLOSKY for his fine work in bring-
ing this exceptional legislation to the House 
floor where it should receive an overwhelm-
ingly favorable vote. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. OLVER), a member of the sub-
committee, for 3 minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

First of all, I want to commend the 
chairman and the ranking member and 
all of the staff on both sides of the aisle 
for this excellent bill. I hope that all of 
the Members on both sides will find it 
is something that they can support. 
Particularly I want to commend the 
chairman, this chairman and his rank-
ing member, for the very amicable and 
nonpartisan way that they have con-
ducted the work of the subcommittee. I 
think that is a wonderful picture for 
all of us as chairs and ranking mem-
bers for the way that they have done 
this. 

A great deal has been said about en-
ergy independence for this country, 
and I would say, I would assert that it 
is truly a matter of national security 
that we maximize the efficiency and 
conservation of energy in this country. 
We use 100 quads of energy; 100 quads is 
100 quadrillion Btus of energy in this 
country for 5 percent of the world’s 

population. The world as a whole uses 
about 400 quads of energy. So we, for 5 
percent of the population, are using 25 
percent of the whole world’s energy 
usage. 

Early in our hearings process this 
year we had a series of theme hearings, 
and we had many expert witnesses. The 
most dramatic testimony that I heard 
there that is easily conveyable is that 
we could save of our energy usage some 
50 percent; all across all of our uses of 
energy, 50 percent of what we presently 
use. That same testimony indicated 
that since 1973 when the first oil crisis 
hit, we had saved already some 47 
quads of energy in that roughly 40 
years since the first energy crisis, a lit-
tle less than 40 years. So we could save 
a huge amount more. 

I just want to make three points 
about this very good bill. The bill rec-
ognizes that energy efficiency is one of 
the Nation’s largest underutilized en-
ergy sources. It provides $146 million 
more for building technologies which is 
an increase of $60 million above the 
President’s request; this, in an area 
where 40 percent of all of the energy we 
use is related to our buildings, our in-
dustrial, our commercial and our resi-
dential buildings. So there alone we 
can save a huge amount of energy, and 
the bill recognizes that and puts money 
where it will do the most good to try to 
improve our energy efficiency in our 
buildings. 

But it also provides $23 million to ad-
dress the backlog of equipment stand-
ards and analysis, $10 million above the 
President’s request, which goes to ac-
celerate the approval and the updating 
of appliance and equipment efficiency 
standards which we know that the De-
partment of Energy is very much be-
hind on. They are behind on at least 20 
different standards related to appliance 
and equipment that we could be saving 
a lot more energy if those standards 
were brought up to date. And the Law-
rence Berkeley National Laboratories 
estimates that the administration’s 
negligence will cost an estimated $28 
billion in foregone savings. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON). 

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to bring to the atten-
tion of the House something that is 
being done in this bill that I think has 
received insufficient discussion and de-
bate. 

This Energy and Water appropria-
tions bill includes in it the most rad-
ical shift in U.S. policy on nuclear 
weapons that I have seen at least since 
the mid-1990s, that will lead us either 
to be forced to return to nuclear test-
ing or to abandon nuclear deterrence 
because we stop maintaining the stock-
pile. 

Without any debate, we have made 
this drastic change in this bill that is 
devastating to American nuclear weap-
ons capabilities and will significantly 
change our policy on nuclear weapons 
without any discussion at all of any 
substance. 

In 1992, the United States stopped nu-
clear testing. In 1996 we joined the 
moratorium on nuclear testing and 
said we will continue to maintain the 
stockpile through something called 
science-based stockpile stewardship. It 
is kind of like if you had a car that was 
a 1980s car and you said okay, we are 
never going to turn the key, but every 
year through science and engineering 
we are going to be able to tell the 
President, if we turned the key we be-
lieve it would be safe, secure and reli-
able. 

The car would go on. It won’t be 
turned on unless we turn the key; and, 
Mr. President, we are confident of that. 

b 1145 

This bill devastates that capability 
with respect to our nuclear weapons. It 
has a 20-percent reduction in 1 year in 
the engineering laboratory that is sole-
ly responsible for over 6,000 parts in 
our nuclear weapons. It has a 40-per-
cent reduction at Los Alamos National 
Lab’s nuclear weapons program. And 80 
percent of the existing stockpile is de-
signed by Los Alamos. They are re-
sponsible for being able to tell us if 
these weapons are safe, secure and reli-
able. 

What does this mean? It means we 
will not be able to achieve the stock-
pile reductions we’re trying to achieve 
because the labs will not have the 
sense of reliability of the stockpile. 
Your percentage of reliability deter-
mines how low you can bring the 
stockpile. 

Second, we are increasing the likeli-
hood of the need to go back to under-
ground testing, because at some point 
in the future, the lab directors will not 
be able to certify the reliability of the 
stockpile. There will be a problem, as 
there is every year; and they won’t 
have the tools to be able to assess that 
problem without nuclear testing. 

And, third, you are undermining al-
lied confidence in the American nu-
clear umbrella. Mr. OBEY, my col-
league, said they’re devastating this 
program because there’s been no strat-
egy for post-Cold War nuclear weapons. 
That is a complete fallacy. It is rub-
bish. We signed the Moscow treaty to 
reduce the size of our deployed stock-
pile. We have gone to a policy of no un-
derground testing. We have gone to a 
policy of science-based stockpile stew-
ardship and the majority in this House 
is moving toward a nuclear freeze and 
unilateral disarmament without any 
debate whatsoever. 

I would urge my colleagues to oppose 
this bill. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would recognize the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) for 11⁄2 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to commend Chairman VISCLOSKY and 
Ranking Member HOBSON for their 
clear vision and their courage in pro-
ducing this bill. This bill represents an 
historic shift in policy, and that is why 
this bill deserves such strong support. 
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This bill almost doubles the funding 

for real nuclear nonproliferation pro-
grams, both in the former Soviet Union 
and around the world, adding close to 
$1 billion for the most effective pro-
grams. The bill provides dramatic in-
creases over the President’s request for 
the program, and I commend Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY and Mr. HOBSON for their cru-
cial, long overdue investment in the se-
curity of the United States. We are 
here only because of their leadership. 

Secondly, while the President wants 
to build thousands of new warheads at 
a price tag of up to $100 billion, this 
bill puts a brake on the Reliable Re-
placement Warhead program and it de-
mands an explanation of why the 
United States needs to build thousands 
of new nuclear weapons even as we are, 
with agreements with the Russians, 
trying to reduce the number of nuclear 
weapons in this world. 

I commend the chairman and the 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
for dramatically realigning our nuclear 
priorities in such a positive manner. I 
urge adoption of this historic measure. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. WOLF). 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman. 
There will be a vote on the Hinchey 

amendment later on today. It doesn’t 
repeal section 1221, but it slows it 
down. There was never a hearing on 
this. There was never a vote on this in 
the Congress. This whole power line 
issue in corridors, which in this area 
will go through Antietam, will include 
Gettysburg and First Manassas, will be 
coming to your area. 

So when given the opportunity if you 
look at all the groups that support the 
Hinchey amendment, we strongly urge 
you to support the Hinchey amend-
ment. On the current language, no en-
vironmental impact statement, no con-
sideration of energy efficiency, no con-
sideration of historic lands. 

The Hinchey amendment is good for 
the country. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, might I 
ask the time left on each side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio has 2 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Indiana has 11⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I assume the ma-
jority has the right to close general de-
bate? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOBSON. I have 2 minutes left. I 
yield it to a member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. SIMPSON). 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Once again this year, the bill before 
us is the result of a bipartisan atmos-
phere in the Energy and Water Sub-
committee that has been fostered by 
Chairman VISCLOSKY and Ranking 
Member HOBSON. I want to thank both 
of them for the manner in which they 

approached the many issues before this 
committee and for producing a bill 
that will pass today, I believe, with lit-
tle opposition. 

First, the Energy and Water bill en-
joyed unanimous support in the sub-
committee and near unanimous sup-
port in the full committee for the bal-
anced and thoughtful way in which it 
addresses the complex energy and 
water challenges facing this Nation. 

Second, the bill makes tremendous 
investments in our Nation’s critical 
science and energy-related programs. 
Third, the bill promotes two areas that 
I believe are critical to address the en-
ergy supply challenges we face, nuclear 
and alternative fuels, by employing the 
vast knowledge and expertise of our na-
tional labs that includes the Idaho Na-
tional Laboratory which is in my dis-
trict. 

Finally, the bill continues its pres-
sure on DOE to improve project man-
agement, contain costs and stick to 
schedules which are among DOE’s most 
chronic and persistent problems. 

In closing, I want to again recognize 
the bipartisan manner in which this 
bill was written and acknowledge the 
tremendous work of all the profes-
sional staff on this subcommittee. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, and I thank the chairman and the 
ranking member for their work on this 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio has 45 seconds remaining. 
The gentleman from Indiana has 11⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
only have one more speaker and I 
would close with that speaker, Mr. 
SPRATT from South Carolina, if there 
are no further speakers on Mr. HOB-
SON’s side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Ohio have additional speakers? 

Mr. HOBSON. No, but I will yield my 
extra 45 seconds to the gentleman from 
South Carolina. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Carolina is recognized for 
the balance of the time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Let me thank both the 
chairman and the ranking member for 
this gracious yielding of time but, in 
addition, for the excellent work they 
have done on this bill. As they know, 
there is a bone of contention in the bill 
where we have had a disagreement. It 
is called MOX fuel. I think it’s a good 
idea. For some time we’ve had an un-
derstanding with the Russians that 
they and we would build MOX fuel dis-
position plants so that we could take 
weapons grade plutonium and convert 
it into reactor fuel, burn it and dispose 
of it so it would no longer be usable for 
weapons. This bill took the President’s 
request of $333 million and basically 
cut it in half to 167. But when I sat 
down with the chairman, he pointed 
out to me that there were prior-year 
balances that would augment that 
amount of money and, all in all, there 
was a total of $698 million available 
which would be enough to move the 

project forward in the next fiscal year. 
Unfortunately, when we explored those 
unspent balances, we found that the 
numbers were a bit out of date, accord-
ing to the Department of Energy, and 
that the available funds would add up 
to only about $326 million, which is 
about half of what is needed for the 
project next year. 

So I rise simply to say that in con-
ference or somewhere along the way 
before this finally becomes law, we 
would like to reengage about the 
amount of money that is available for 
the MOX plant. I’m not offering an 
amendment today. I know it would be 
defeated. It would also be ingratitude 
for the work that the chairman and the 
ranking member have already com-
mitted to work with us on this project. 

But I do say, number one, I appre-
ciate your efforts and, number two, 
we’ll visit this number in conference 
with the conferees if at all possible. 

There are some other issues here, the 
H Canyon, there’s $85 million taken out 
of it. It’s the only plutonium proc-
essing line of its kind we have opera-
tive in the country today. That money 
may render it difficult to operate it 
through the rest of the year. And there 
is also a question of where the pit dis-
assembly process will be located. I un-
derstand that has been resolved and 
will be resolved with an amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. TAUSCHER). 

Let me thank the chairman and the 
ranking member for their assistance in 
this matter and say that we still have 
some work to do on the adequate 
amount of money for the MOX fuel 
plant before the bill is ready. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, later today we 
begin work on important legislation to finally 
help America end its dependence on foreign 
oil and pursue newer, cleaner forms of energy. 

I’m excited that the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations bill that we will pass this week will 
take the long-overdue step of setting a new 
course for our energy future by making signifi-
cant investments in renewab1es and effi-
ciency. 

For too many years, working families have 
felt the sting of high prices at the gas pump 
and rising home energy costs. Our economy 
has been made vulnerable to the whims of 
OPEC, and our reliance on fossil fuels has 
polluted our air and exacerbated climate 
change. 

All the while state and local governments 
have been forced to try to fill the leadership 
vacuum left by the previous Congress and this 
President. 

No more. The new Congress is prepared to 
meet our nation’s energy challenges head on. 
To do so, this bill provides almost $2 billion for 
renewables and efficiency, significantly more 
than the President requested. 

This funding includes $200 million to get 
more solar projects on the market, $250 mil-
lion to help develop domestically produced 
biofuels and over $235 million for new vehicle 
technologies to alleviate our demand for for-
eign oil, about $390 million for efficiency and 
weatherization grants to cut energy use in 
buildings, and over $110 million to expand and 
develop hydropower across the United States. 
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This funding is an investment in America’s 

future prosperity. By supporting these tech-
nologies, we will be able to produce energy 
sources here at home that do not rely on fossil 
fuels and do not emit greenhouse gases, par-
ticulate matter, and other pollutants that 
threaten our environment and health. 

However, if there is one area where I feel 
the bill strays off course it is in its continued 
financial support for nuclear power. I am deep-
ly concerned that the bill continues to provide 
unwarranted taxpayer subsidies for nuclear 
power that hide the true consumer costs of 
this power source and obscure the safety and 
environmental threats posed by nuclear en-
ergy. I am specifically troubled by the provi-
sion of $120 million for the Global Nuclear En-
ergy Partnership and almost $200 million for 
new reactor construction and technology de-
velopment through the Nuclear Power 2010 
and Generation IV programs. I believe that we 
need to curtail these subsidies to make the 
nuclear industry stand on its own and to make 
its true costs transparent to the public. 

Although I have reservations about the 
spending on nuclear power in the bill, I am 
pleased that it does not include funding for the 
Reliable Replacement Warhead, and requires 
the President to come forward with a plan to 
adapt to the realities of a post-Cold War world 
by transforming and reducing our nuclear ar-
senal. 

Overall, the Energy appropriations bill con-
tains significant investments for solar, wind, 
hydropower, biofuels, efficiency, and other 
technologies that will help America’s families 
gain cleaner, more secure, more affordable 
energy. This bill is a significant accomplish-
ment and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2641, the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Act for fiscal year 2008. I com-
mend Chairman VISCLOSKY for his efforts on 
this measure and for investing in the needs of 
our Nation’s future. 

As a former member of the House Armed 
Services Committee and as chair of the 
Homeland Security Subcommittee on Emerg-
ing Threats, Cybersecurity and Science and 
Technology, I am particularly pleased that this 
bill recognizes the importance of nuclear non- 
proliferation efforts. I have become convinced 
that the nuclear terrorist threat is real, requir-
ing the full and urgent attention of our govern-
ment. We have learned about the relative 
ease with which a terrorist can build a crude 
nuclear device, and we need to do all we can 
to prevent the nightmare scenario in which 
someone smuggles a device onto U.S. soil 
and detonates it in a city. 

We must pursue a three-pronged approach 
of prevention, detection, and response. I have 
supported efforts to increase our radiation de-
tection capabilities at our ports of entry, as 
well as to improve our government response 
efforts if our nation is ever attacked with a nu-
clear or radiological device. 

This bill addresses the third component of 
that strategy—securing nuclear material at its 
source. This measure increases funds for the 
National Nuclear Security Administration to se-
cure nuclear weapons and materials in the 
former Soviet Republic. The NNSA’s efforts 
are vital to improving the security of nuclear 
materials at civilian, naval, and nuclear weap-
ons complex facilities, and helping Russia dis-
pose of plutonium removed from nuclear 
weapons. 

However, the challenge of fissile material 
security goes far beyond Russia and the 
former Soviet Union and will require our gov-
ernment to expand its non-proliferation pro-
grams outside of the former Soviet Union. The 
revelations of A.Q. Khan’s black market pro-
liferation network, for example, provided a 
striking wake-up call that we must focus on 
other nuclear states if we are going to be suc-
cessful in deterring nuclear terrorism. Con-
sequently, the bill more than doubles fund-
ing—providing $251 million—for the Global 
Threat Reduction Initiative, which aims to 
identify, secure, remove, and facilitate the dis-
position of high-risk, vulnerable nuclear and 
radiological materials and equipment around 
the world. 

Again, I thank Chairman VISCLOSKY for his 
leadership on nuclear non-proliferation pro-
grams and for his fine work in crafting this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he or she has 
printed in the designated place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those amend-
ments will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 2641 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for en-
ergy and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank 
Chairman VISCLOSKY and Ranking 
Member HOBSON for a very strong bill 
that reflects wonderful bipartisan con-
sensus. I especially want to thank 
them as a new member of this sub-
committee for allowing all of the mem-
bers to have more input into this bill 
than I thought was possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a new member of 
this subcommittee, and I joined this 
subcommittee to fight for sensible and 
critical investments in renewable en-
ergy and energy efficiency. Before join-
ing this subcommittee, I served for 4 
years on the House Armed Services 
Committee and came to the conclusion 
that every military challenge that we 
confront as a Nation is exacerbated by 
one fact and, that is, that we have to 
rely on our adversaries to sell us the 
fuel to power our military to protect us 
from our adversaries. 

Now, this has been a 30-year problem. 
Thirty years ago, President Carter ad-
dressed the Nation, declared the moral 
equivalent of war on foreign oil, and 
the only thing we’ve been able to do in 
the past 30 years since then is to dou-
ble the amount of our oil imports from 
the Middle East and cut renewable en-
ergy investments by 80 percent. We’ve 

had 30 years of missteps, backsteps, 
and half steps. 

This bill is the most important step 
forward in correcting that course that 
we have seen in 30 years. It puts us 
back on course. It increases invest-
ments in energy efficiency and renew-
able energy by $638 million over the ad-
ministration request. It inserts lan-
guage that I requested to create a new 
Federal advisory council on investment 
and finance so that we can unleash the 
entrepreneurial spirit of the invest-
ment community in helping us to solve 
this problem. It invests an additional 
$70 million in biomass and biorefinery. 
It invests an additional $51.6 million in 
solar. Mr. Chairman, we are now be-
hind Germany and Japan in solar. This 
will help us leap ahead. It invests an 
additional $17 million in wind. Mr. 
Chairman, of the top 10 wind manufac-
turers in the world, only one is Amer-
ican. This will push us ahead. 

It invests an additional $59.7 million 
in vehicle technologies. Mr. Chairman, 
we are now falling behind Japan in the 
development and manufacturing of an 
advanced battery capable of deploying 
plug-in hybrids. This will give us an 
important boost. It provides $60 million 
in new investments in green buildings. 
We are now falling behind China in the 
development of green-building tech-
nologies. This will put us ahead. It in-
vests an additional $101 million in 
weatherization, a critically important 
program for energy efficiency. 

This solves a fundamental military 
problem that we have confronted and 
that problem is this: we are now bor-
rowing money from China to fund our 
military, to buy oil from the Persian 
Gulf, to fuel our Air Force to protect 
us from China and the Persian Gulf. 
This is not just an environmental or an 
energy problem. This is a fundamental 
national security problem. This bill 
puts us where we need to be, not only 
protecting ourselves from our adver-
saries, not only strengthening our mili-
tary capabilities which need strength-
ening but creating the next generation 
of green jobs, creating a new genera-
tion of manufacturing jobs that will 
put us ahead of our economic competi-
tors in these new and critically grow-
ing technologies. 

So I want to again thank Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY and Mr. HOBSON for their bipar-
tisan leadership, thank them for in-
volving all of their members in this de-
bate, and urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill which is one of the most 
important investments that we can 
make and will change that 30-year 
record of half steps, missteps and 
backsteps into a giant leap forward for 
humankind. 

b 1200 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I ask Chairman VISCLOSKY to enter 
into a colloquy with myself and Con-
gressman COSTELLO. 

As Chairman VISCLOSKY is aware, our 
home State of Illinois has two sites 
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currently being reviewed by the De-
partment of Energy and the FutureGen 
Alliance as potential locations for the 
final selection of the FutureGen 
project. 

FutureGen is President Bush’s initia-
tive to design, build and operate the 
first near-zero emissions coal-fueled 
power plant. It is recognized worldwide 
as one of the most significant projects 
in the world to address climate change 
concerns. 

We appreciate Chairman VISCLOSKY’s 
support of the FutureGen project by 
fully funding it in this year’s Energy 
and Water appropriations bill. How-
ever, Congressman COSTELLO and I 
have two points of clarification with 
the report language as currently writ-
ten, and we appreciate your willingness 
to address these two points. 

I yield to my colleague and friend, 
Congressman COSTELLO. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend from Illinois (Mr. 
SHIMKUS) for yielding, and I also thank 
Chairman VISCLOSKY for his support of 
the FutureGen project. 

FutureGen is on a fast track to break 
ground by 2009 and be on line by 2012. I 
would ask the chairman of the com-
mittee if he can assure us that it is the 
intent of the committee not to delay 
the FutureGen project. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHIMKUS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, to 
both Mr. SHIMKUS, as well as my friend 
Mr. COSTELLO, I can assure the gentle-
men from Illinois that it is the inten-
tion of the committee not to delay 
FutureGen. 

And I would add parenthetically that 
the changes made by the committee 
are to ensure that this project does 
proceed. 

Mr. COSTELLO. I thank the chair-
man for his response, and I seek clari-
fication from the chairman as to the 
committee’s intentions with regard to 
the nature of FutureGen as a research 
and demonstration project. FutureGen 
is focused as an integrated gasification 
combined-cycle plant with carbon cap-
ture and sequestration. Is it the inten-
tion of the committee to alter the na-
ture of the project? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. It is the commit-
tee’s intention not to change or alter 
the focus of the project as described by 
the gentleman. The committee is con-
cerned with the ability of the Depart-
ment of Energy to complete construc-
tion projects of all kinds on time and 
within budget, and that’s why the ac-
tions were taken. 

Mr. COSTELLO. I thank Chairman 
VISCLOSKY for this colloquy, for his re-
sponse, and for his support for 
FutureGen. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend. We look forward to 
working with Chairman VISCLOSKY as 
the appropriations process moves for-
ward to ensure we continue to use coal, 
which provides half of our Nation’s 

electricity, in an efficient and environ-
mentally friendly way. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. For both yourself 
and Mr. COSTELLO, as I tell people, I 
grew up in Gary, Indiana, with about 
four integrated steel facilities. I’m a 
carbon guy. We have a significant issue 
as far as the use of carbon in this coun-
try, and one of the ways to solve it is 
to proceed with FutureGen. So I do 
look forward to working with both of 
you as we proceed. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. I thank the chairman. 
He’s been very gracious in walking us 
through this process. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I’d like to engage in a 
colloquy with Chairman VISCLOSKY and 
my colleague RUSH HOLT. I’d like to 
thank the chairman for including $22 
million in funding for hydropower en-
ergy at the Department of Energy. 

As the chairman well knows, U.S. 
wave and current energy resource po-
tential that could be credibly har-
nessed is about 400 TerraWatt hours per 
year. That’s about 10 percent of our 
total national energy demand. Just 
like the wind, coal, gas, oil, geo-
thermal, conventional hydropower, and 
nuclear power industries have been 
nurtured through Federal research and 
development and other industry incen-
tives, this new renewable energy source 
needs support from our government to 
get started. 

The U.S. stands poised to take advan-
tage of many of the technological op-
portunities available to ocean, wave 
and tidal power. While the Europeans 
profited in the early years of wind en-
ergy development, we’re poised to lead 
the world in marine renewable energy 
technology development. 

Early successes will lead to contin-
ued investment. Success begets suc-
cess. The investor community is care-
fully watching and waiting to see what 
the government is going to do to help 
this industry, just like the research 
and development funding and tax sub-
sidies we provided to all of the other 
renewable energy industries. 

With that, I’d like to yield to my col-
league Mr. HOLT, who’s been a leader 
on energy issues. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend Mr. INSLEE from the State of 
Washington, and I would add that we 
believe that the Department of Energy 
should consider both conventional hy-
dropower energy provided through 
dams, as well as hydropower through 
the movement of waves, tides, and cur-
rents in the oceans and free flowing 
rivers, lakes and streams. Each of 
these forms of hydropower holds the 
potential to improve greatly the way 
we generate energy. 

We’re pleased that the Appropria-
tions Committee has recommended 
that the Department of Energy use 
some of this funding for nonimpounded 
marine renewable technologies, and we 
think it’s important for the sub-
committee to continue to provide over-
sight of the Department of Energy in 

support of this form of sustainable en-
ergy research. 

Will the chairman and the committee 
continue to investigate the potential of 
this energy source by working with and 
providing oversight of the Department 
of Energy and look for increased oppor-
tunities for funding in the future? 

I yield back to my colleague from 
Washington to obtain a response from 
the chairman. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the chairman. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I can assure the 
gentlemen from both Washington and 
New Jersey that the committee is 
aware of this sustainable energy source 
and will continue to work with and 
provide oversight of the Department of 
Energy to ensure that renewable ma-
rine and hydroenergy development, 
both from the oceans, waves, tides and 
streams, as well as for energy from hy-
droelectric dams is a priority of the 
agency. It is the committees’s inten-
tion to fund these new technologies for 
$6 million for research, development, 
and demonstration for new waterpower 
technologies. 

Part of our approach to the energy 
crisis is the support of a broad range of 
energy and conservation technologies 
so that we have the best chance of 
meeting the challenge before us. A di-
verse energy supply for portfolio is key 
to providing reliable electricity for all 
of America’s homes and businesses. 

And I deeply appreciate the gen-
tleman raising this important issue. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, thank 
you. We look forward to working with 
you. We think the tide is coming in on 
marine renewables. Thank you very 
much. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE I—CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 
The following appropriations shall be ex-

pended under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers for authorized civil functions of 
the Department of the Army pertaining to 
rivers and harbors, flood and storm damage 
reduction, aquatic ecosystem restoration, 
and related purposes. 

INVESTIGATIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For expenses necessary for the collection 
and study of basic information pertaining to 
river and harbor, flood and storm damage re-
duction, aquatic ecosystem restoration, and 
related projects; restudy of authorized 
projects, miscellaneous investigations; and, 
when authorized by law, surveys and detailed 
studies, and plans and specifications, of pro-
posed projects, $120,100,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That of the 
funds provided under this heading of Public 
Law 106–554, $100,000 are rescinded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WESTMORELAND 
Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WESTMORE-

LAND: 
Page 2, line 18, after the dollar amount, in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $30,000,000)’’. 
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Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-

man, I almost feel like rather than of-
fering an amendment that I need to 
ask everybody to stand up and we’ll 
hold hands and sing Kumbaya, but I 
guess it’s easy and people are in a good 
mood and very agreeable when you’re 
talking about spending other people’s 
money. 

And in this case, we’re talking about 
spending taxpayers’ hard-earned dol-
lars where we have very little control 
over how hard it is for them to make 
their money, but we spend it pretty 
easily. 

This amendment takes $30 million 
out of the Corps of Engineers’ inves-
tigation budget. It brings it down to 
the spending level that the President 
has requested in his budget request. 

The Energy and Water appropriations 
bill is $1.1 billion over the President’s 
request, and this amendment would re-
duce the funding for the investigation 
account under the Corps of Engineers 
by the $30 million, bringing it back 
down to the President’s original re-
quest. 

The investigations and construction 
funding is used to collect and study the 
basic information pertaining to local 
water projects such as flood and storm 
damage reduction. The funding is also 
used to restudy projects already au-
thorized by Congress which can lead to 
additional Federal spending on local 
projects that have already received 
Federal funds. 

Let me say that on some of these 
projects that we’ve heard about today 
from the delays, and Ranking Member 
HOBSON mentioned the MOX project 
which has been delayed for a number of 
years, probably that’s not only due to 
funding but in these additional re-
studies that the Corps of Engineers has 
had to do on the project. The Corps of 
Engineers has greatly expanded over 
the last decade. 

In addition, according to the admin-
istration, the Corps already has a large 
backlog of ongoing construction work, 
and the President’s budget limits fund-
ing for the study and design of addi-
tional projects. So, in other words, by 
limiting new Corps investigations, this 
amendment would ensure that the cur-
rent Corps projects move forward at a 
pace to bring them to completion with-
out further delays. 

So far there has been at least a $105.5 
billion in new Federal spending over 
the next 5 years that has been author-
ized by this new leadership, the demo-
cratically controlled Congress this 
year, in enacting the largest tax in-
crease in American history, the Demo-
crat budget allows for $23 billion in 
spending over the President’s budget’s 
request. 

This amendment is designed to save 
the taxpayers $30 million, only a small 
amount, just a small dent, in the un-
necessary increase in Federal spending 
this year, and this again is fueled by 
the largest tax increase in the history 
of this country. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask that all 
Members support this amendment. It is 

a small dent in the large increase in 
Federal spending. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek time in opposition to the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would rise in op-
position, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
move to strike the last word? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Then I would move 
to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, can 

I ask a parliamentary inquiry, please. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

would state his inquiry. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. It would be my un-

derstanding that on this particular 
amendment, because I have moved to 
strike the last word per the Chair’s 
suggestion, that I can only speak once 
on the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
correct. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. As opposed to ris-
ing in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Either way, the 
gentleman may speak but once on this 
amendment. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

First of all, he did indicate that he 
was concerned about reinvestigations. I 
would simply indicate to my colleagues 
that the world changes every day, and 
there are times when we need to reas-
sess the circumstances so that we can 
spend the taxpayers’ dollars as wisely 
as possible. 

The fact is that the Nation’s invest-
ment in our water resources infrastruc-
ture has declined over the last three 
decades, from $6 billion per year to less 
than $4 billion in constant dollars. 

If the tragedy in New Orleans has 
taught us anything, I hope it is that we 
have neglected our infrastructure. If 
the suffering of the residents in the 
gulf doesn’t illustrate the point, simple 
fiscal prudence should. The cost of re-
covery in New Orleans will far exceed 
what it would have cost to provide ad-
ditional flood and storm protection. 

There are large cities that face high 
and increasing risk of catastrophic 
flooding. Sacramento is just one exam-
ple. 

We have high-hazard dams with safe-
ty issues. There are countless commu-
nities that do not have flood protection 
commensurate with the risk to those 
communities. 

Much of our infrastructure is reach-
ing its design life. Over 50 percent of 
the locks and dams owned by the Corps 
of Engineers are in this category. 
Aging infrastructure brings increasing 
costs, yet the funding for accounts at 
the Army Corps for this particular 
function have been flat over the last 30 
years. 

Circumstances have changed from 
the time much of our infrastructure 
has been designed, development pat-

terns have changed, transportation 
networks and requirements have 
evolved. Yet we are not investing 
enough today to maintain what we al-
ready own or complete projects that 
are in progress today, much less plan 
for the future needs for the safety of 
our citizens and economic viability of 
our transportation system. 

Due to insufficient funding, schedules 
are slipping and costs are growing, as 
we piecemeal these projects, if we do 
not act in a timely fashion. 

There is a significant and growing 
backlog of civil works projects. Cur-
rent estimates are as high as $60 bil-
lion. Funding for studies and investiga-
tions must be adequately funded so 
that we can proceed with these very 
important projects. And given the 
backlog in construction projects, the 
funding for investigations account is 
less than the current year. 

The bill focuses funding on com-
pleting ongoing projects and maintain-
ing existing infrastructure. However, it 
is very important, obviously, to plan 
for the future. 

I would ask that my colleagues op-
pose the amendment. 

b 1215 
Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word, and I 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I thank the 
gentleman from Texas for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
comment on the chairman’s comment 
about rules change every day. They do 
change every day, but when someone 
has based a project on the prior rules 
and regulations of the Corps, and they 
have based their whole project, and 
proceeded with that project, when the 
rules change and they come back to re-
investigate, that’s no way to do busi-
ness. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I was happy to 
yield to the gentleman, and I want to 
thank him for his leadership. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to encourage 
the House to adopt this amendment. 

Right now on the heels of our Demo-
crat colleagues enacting the single 
largest increase in history, we should 
leave no stone unturned in trying to 
find more ways that we can help the 
poor beleaguered taxpayer, who actu-
ally pays for all of these programs. 

Now, I have no doubt that there are 
many good things in this legislation, 
and I know we in Congress are only 
limited by our imagination on how we 
can spend the taxpayers’ money. 

Already, just with the programs that 
are already on the books with the Fed-
eral Government before people create 
new programs, we’re on a collision 
course. We’re on a collision course to 
either, one, have taxes doubled on the 
next generation, just to pay for govern-
ment we have, or within one genera-
tion there is only going to be, for all 
intents and purposes, a Federal Gov-
ernment consisting of Medicare, Med-
icaid, and Social Security. 

Now, many people don’t understand 
how the institution works, but already 
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so much of the Federal spending is on 
automatic pilot, so-called entitlement 
spending. This is actually one of the 
few opportunities that Members have 
to come to the floor of the House and 
actually try to save taxpayers’ money. 

Now, we know that the President has 
issued a veto threat, and there is a $23 
billion savings that he’s trying to 
achieve. 

For many of us, we believe the Presi-
dent is trying to spend too much 
money. But the President is the Presi-
dent, and the President is the one who 
has the veto pen. 

If we would adopt the gentleman’s 
amendment, the gentleman from Geor-
gia, we would at least take one small 
step towards the pathway of saving 
that $23 billion and maybe, maybe take 
one small step towards saving the next 
generation from that nasty fiscal fork 
in the road to where either, one, they 
are going to have their taxes doubled, 
right on the heels, again, of the single 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory that the Democrats have brought 
to us, or we are going to see a Federal 
Government consisting of little more 
than Medicare, Medicaid, and Social 
Security. 

What’s ironic about this, Mr. Chair-
man, is if we don’t start taking steps 
to save money today, and this amend-
ment would save $30 million, if we 
don’t start taking these steps today, 
tomorrow there might not be an En-
ergy and Water appropriations bill. All 
the money would go somewhere else, 
and we continue as an institution to 
kick the can down the road. 

Now, some in this body say fiscal re-
sponsibility simply means balancing 
the budget no matter what the cost. 
Well, for those who are going to have 
to have their taxes doubled in the next 
generation, they may differ with that 
assessment of what fiscal responsi-
bility is. 

Again, as the gentleman from Geor-
gia has said, the Corps already has a 
large background of ongoing construc-
tion work. We know that; all Members 
know that. By limiting the Corps in-
vestigations, this amendment would 
help ensure that current Corps projects 
are completed. 

Again, it’s one very, very small step; 
but we cannot send this country again 
under Democrat leadership into some 
kind of tax-and-spend economic death 
spiral. We have to take every step pos-
sible to save the American people from, 
number one, the single largest tax in-
crease in American history that 
threatens to impose over a 5-year pe-
riod up to $3,000 of taxes per family. We 
have to save them from that. Then we 
have to save them from the other 
spending. 

So this is a very modest amendment 
that would put us on a pathway to en-
sure that the President doesn’t veto 
this bill and that we achieve some level 
of fiscal responsibility. 

I urge the House to adopt the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Georgia. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS OF FUNDS) 

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion of river and harbor, flood and storm 
damage reduction, aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, and related projects authorized by 
law, including a portion of the expenses for 
the modifications authorized by section 104 
of the Everglades National Park Protection 
and Expansion Act of 1989; for conducting de-
tailed studies, and plans and specifications, 
of such projects authorized or made eligible 
for selection by law (but such detailed stud-
ies, and plans and specifications, shall not 
constitute a Federal commitment to con-
struction); $2,008,874,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which such sums as are 
necessary to cover one-half of the costs of 
construction, replacement, and expansion of 
inland waterways projects shall be derived 
from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund; and 
of which $8,000,000 shall be exclusively for 
projects and activities authorized under sec-
tion 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960; 
and of which $45,000,000 shall be exclusively 
available for projects and activities author-
ized under section 205 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1948; and of which $10,000,000 shall be 
exclusively for projects and activities au-
thorized under section 14 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1946; and of which $25,000,000 shall 
be exclusively for projects and activities au-
thorized under section 1135 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986; and of 
which $25,000,000 shall be exclusively for 
projects and activities authorized under sec-
tion 206 of the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1996: Provided, That of the funds pro-
vided under this heading the following 
amounts are rescinded: from Public Law 101– 
101, $435,000; from Public Law 102–377, 
$1,740,000; from Public Law 103–126, $797,000; 
from Public Law 105–245, $1,716,000. 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

I rise for the purpose of engaging in 
a brief colloquy with the subcommittee 
chairman and the ranking member re-
garding the Corps’ regulatory program. 

As you are aware, shore protection is 
a concern not only to residents along 
the coast but to all residents, all Amer-
icans who come to our beaches to 
relax, fish, boat, and dive. But our 
coasts are facing a real crisis. They 
have become seriously eroded, endan-
gering both the personal property and 
personal safety of countless residents. 

This is not a crisis limited to my 
constituents in south Florida. In my 
conversations with other Members rep-
resenting coastal communities, I know 
that shore protection is a major issue 
facing our great country. 

Mr. Chairman, among its many du-
ties, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
is entrusted to regulate the permitting 
of projects affecting U.S. waters. Com-
prised of many honorable and hard-

working civil servants and military of-
ficers, the Army Corps has a long his-
tory of dedicated service towards the 
preservation of our natural resources. 

I reluctantly rise today to voice my 
grave concern that the regulatory 
process under the Army Corps is sim-
ply taking too long. Critical erosion 
control projects that local commu-
nities wish to undertake to protect 
their people from the very real dangers 
posed by hurricanes or other deadly 
storms are languishing under the iner-
tia of bureaucracy. 

Mr. Chairman, the residents of Sing-
er Island in Palm Beach County where 
I reside cannot wait 2 years for the 
Army Corps to complete their environ-
mental impact statement. That means 
two more hurricane seasons and two 
more chances to have their lives lit-
erally washed away. 

Singer Island isn’t alone. Up and 
down the coast, local communities are 
in the same dire situation waiting for 
the Army Corps to act upon the regu-
latory authority. I know that you have 
heard the identical concerns during the 
many lengthy hearings that the com-
mittee has held. I understand that the 
chairman is willing to work with me to 
bring transparency and efficiency to 
the Army Corps regulatory process 
when you go to conference. 

I want to thank you for your leader-
ship on this issue, Mr. Chairman, and I 
look forward to our working together. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I want to thank the 
distinguished gentleman for bringing 
this to the attention of the committee. 
He is correct, it has been a subject of 
our hearing process as well. For some 
time now the committee has been con-
cerned that the Corps’ regulatory proc-
ess is not being undertaken in an expe-
ditious manner. 

I want to assure the gentleman and 
all of my colleagues that we on the 
subcommittee have every intention of 
helping him bring greater transparency 
and efficiency to the Army Corps’ regu-
latory process, both in terms of your 
particular concerns, as well as those 
nationwide. 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. I appreciate 
the chairman’s attention to this issue. 

Mr. HOBSON, would you also agree 
with the need to address these con-
cerns? Would you also help us with the 
regulatory process? 

Mr. HOBSON. Absolutely. 
Mr. KLEIN of Florida. I thank the 

distinguished chairman and the rank-
ing member. 

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I rise to engage in a brief colloquy 
with the subcommittee chairman and 
ranking member regarding the Corps’ 
regulatory program. 

On June 19, 2006, the United States 
Supreme Court issued a decision re-
garding the scope of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s jurisdictions over wetlands 
and other water bodies under the Clean 
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Water Act. Just last week, almost a 
year after the Rapanos decision was 
issued, the Army Corps and EPA issued 
joint field guidance interpreting the 
decision. 

Because this guidance took almost a 
year to develop and issue, Corps dis-
tricts around the country have thou-
sands of backlog applications and 
projects seeking jurisdictional deter-
minations and permits. Unfortunately, 
while the newly issued guidance sets 
targets for the Corps to complete and 
review applications, it did not review 
any plan for dealing with the current 
backlog. It also neglects to provide 
Congress and the American people with 
the work plan showing how Corps re-
sources should be allocated to ensure 
that the application deadlines con-
tained in the guidance of already exist-
ing statutes are met. 

I thank you for the substantial in-
crease in regulatory funding that is 
contained in this bill. These funds will 
go a long way towards ensuring that 
the Corps has the resources to meet the 
requirements as outlined in the June 5 
guidance. 

However, we need to ensure that the 
Corps focuses those resources where 
they are most needed, toward ending 
the backlog of over 20,000 outstanding 
applications and making certain it 
does not happen again. 

I hope that you and the committee, 
Mr. Chairman, will recognize the im-
portance of this issue and work in con-
ference to include language requiring 
the Corps to show Congress that it is 
addressing the wetlands permit back-
log and has the plan in place to meet 
the additional review requirements 
under the newly issued guidance. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman raising the issue. There is a 
theme in the last two colloquies, and 
it’s a regulatory process. I certainly 
agree with the gentleman that the 
Corps’ regulatory program needs to do 
a better job meeting its deadlines, es-
pecially with regard to section 404 per-
mits under the newly issued guidance. 

The gentleman’s concerns are very 
timely, and they are warranted. I as-
sure him that the subcommittee will 
work hard to address this issue as the 
bill moves to conference. 

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. I ap-
preciate the chairman’s attention to 
this issue. 

Mr. HOBSON, would you agree with 
the need to address these concerns with 
the regulatory program? 

Mr. SIMPSON. In the place of the 
ranking member, absolutely. 

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 26 offered by Mr. WEST-
MORELAND: 

Page 3, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $481,186,000)’’. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
this amendment would reduce the 
amount by $481,186,000. It’s in the area 
of construction. 

Last year, $2.37 billion was spent. The 
President requested $1.5 billion, and 
the proposed budget is a little over $2 
billion. 

Mr. Chairman, we have talked about 
the overspending, and we have just 
heard about the 404 permitting process 
and the regulatory process. Let me say 
that the Corps of Engineers is a great 
organization. They do a wonderful job. 

The problem is that they have a gen-
eral or colonel, depending on what area 
of the country it is, that rotates in or 
out, and what we are left with are life- 
long bureaucrats that control the 
Corps of Engineers. I appreciate listen-
ing to the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking member 
and others as they have promised to 
get into speeding up the process and 
going through these regulations and 
making sure that these projects that 
are so important to our citizens move 
along at a pace and not impaired by 
just red tape and bureaucracy. 

This construction area is somewhere 
that we have spent a lot of dollars. 

The President came back, and as we 
mentioned in the last amendment that 
we had, and said, look, we have got 
such a backlog of projects already, why 
don’t we make sure and get those out 
of the way before we go on to spending 
more money. 

Let me say this, even though we may 
look at this as a construction, when 
you put more money into these agen-
cies, it does nothing but build a bu-
reaucracy and broaden the red tape 
that our citizens have to go through to 
deal with these agencies. 

As I made the last comment on the 
last amendment, there has been at 
least $105 billion in new Federal spend-
ing over the next 5 years that has been 
authorized, and will be authorized by 
this new Democratic Congress, the 
leadership of this House. In enacting 
the largest tax increase in American 
history, this Democratic budget will 
allow for $23 billion in spending over 
what the President’s budget request 
was. 

b 1230 

We, as a party, as a former majority 
party, the Republican Party, under-
stood that people got tired of their gov-
ernment growing at a rate so much 
faster than the population of this coun-
try and the excessive spending that we 
did. It’s time for us to try to get back 
the confidence of the American people, 
not just Republicans, or the minority 
party, but Congress in general. The 
ratings of this Congress is at a record 
low, record low. 

The majority seems to think that 
they’ve heard the voice last November 
of the American people. Well, I hope 
that they’re listening to the voice now 
because their rating is even lower than 
what the Republican rating was last 
November. 

But this amendment is designed to 
save the taxpayers about $480 million, 
and although, there again, the last 
amendment was just for $30 million, 
this one’s for $481 million, it’s just a 
small dent in the amount of money 
that we’re spending here. But I think it 
is a small indication to the people of 
this country that we’re willing to be 
wise stewards of their money. 

So I ask all of the Members here 
today if they would support this 
amendment to reduce the construction 
in the Corps of Engineers by $481 mil-
lion. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment, but I don’t disagree with 
everything he has enunciated in his de-
fense of his position. 

The two previous speakers before the 
gentleman talked about red tape and 
delay in the regulatory process with 
Army Corps. I would assume that every 
member of this subcommittee has had 
those meetings with the Corps, and we 
are certainly trying to rectify that 
problem on the theory that the sooner 
projects can be completed, the more 
benefit will enure to the taxpayers of 
this country and its citizens. 

The gentleman’s also right to enu-
merate the large backlog that we have 
on construction and other Corps facili-
ties in this country, and that is one of 
the things that we are trying to ad-
dress in this bill. 

I would point out that the approach 
that we have taken, not just for the fis-
cal year 2008 bill, but in the last sev-
eral years under the leadership of then- 
Chairman HOBSON, was to make sure 
that we face the challenges of the fu-
ture in a very disciplined and rigorous 
approach that encompasses a broader 
context. 

The bill continues the financial man-
agement contractor reforms to ensure 
that the Corps manages its budget to 
the best interest of the taxpayers. The 
recommendations include direction 
that the Corps continues to take action 
in considering additional factors as 
they proceed in the planning process. 

And again, it has been the custom of 
this subcommittee in designing and 
structuring bills for the last several 
years to look at projects and marshal 
our resources so that some are com-
pleted, as opposed to bumbling on for-
ever. And I wouldn’t argue with the 
gentleman about that concern. 

We have, again, done that in this bill 
to make sure that those additional 
construction dollars that the gen-
tleman seeks to remove from the bill 
are put to good and rigorous use. And I 
would point out that this is not an ab-
straction. This goes to the core of peo-
ple’s health and safety. 

Two floods ago, on the little Calumet 
River in Northwest Indiana, we had a 
gentleman in Highland, Indiana, lose 
his life. He was only one life in one 
flood. But for that man, and for his 
family, and for that community, it was 
a tragedy. We are constructing a flood 
control project that insures that that 
never happens again. 
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That’s why we have flood control 

programs in the city of Dallas and its 
vicinities, to make sure that when you 
have significant events, as we have had 
this week in the State of Texas, that 
you do not have loss of life and, hope-
fully, you can diminish the loss of 
property. 

We have huge commercial centers, 
ports like Long Beach, ports like the 
city of New York, ports like Baltimore, 
up and down our coast. We want to 
make sure that the commerce of this 
country moves as efficiently as pos-
sible, so that our economy grows and 
we can provide good paying jobs for all 
of our residents. 

We have a State capitol in the most 
populous State in this country, Sac-
ramento, California, one dike a way 
from a catastrophic event as far as the 
loss of human life and the destruction 
of properties. 

Those are the types of projects, and 
those are the types of priorities that 
we are attempting to get at in this bill. 
And that’s why these moneys are set 
aside, and would be opposed to their re-
moval from this bill. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition of 
the amendment to reduce funding for 
the Corps of Engineers construction ac-
count. And let me give you some per-
spective on this. 

This account is already chronically 
underfunded by the administration, 
and it has been in the past. And there’s 
already a backlog of several billion dol-
lars of Corps construction projects. 

Projects already underway, I’m going 
to talk about one here, just to give you 
an example of what happens, such as 
the Olmsted Lock and Dam, wind up 
costing far more and taking far longer 
to complete because of funding con-
straints in this account. 

The subcommittee is trying to do the 
responsible thing by dedicating suffi-
cient funds to address this backlog. 
Our priority is on completing projects 
that are already underway and limiting 
new starts. And I can tell you there 
were a lot of Members when I was 
chairman that got really ticked off at 
me, especially new Members, because 
they had new starts and we wouldn’t do 
them because we said we’ve got to fin-
ish what we’ve got before we go on to 
other things. 

The Olmsted Dam, an example. It 
was supposed to be completed in 20 
years and for a cost of $700 million. Be-
cause we didn’t do it and fund it right, 
and money was taken and put into 
other accounts, that’s now grown to 
$1.5 billion to finish this very needed 
dam on the Ohio River. And the project 
still isn’t done. We don’t have the 
money to fund all that they could use 
on this project in any one year. 

Part of the problem is that this Con-
gress, over the years, keeps adding 
projects to our account, and then we 
don’t fund them, or we fund them par-
tially, and the cost goes up. 

I think it would be irresponsible, at 
this point, with the things that we’ve 

put into effect, to stop new starts, to 
complete projects and get them fin-
ished and stop this cost growth, to take 
this money out now. Frankly, this is 
one account where I think we could 
have used more money over the years 
and we could have done a better job. 

He is right when we talk about Sac-
ramento. Sacramento, those levees 
were built years ago, some of them by 
farmers, some of them by we don’t 
know who. And they haven’t been 
maintained to the degree they should 
be maintained. And it’s a problem 
waiting to happen. 

We’re trying to take responsible 
steps, but we’ve run into the red tape 
and stuff. The Corps is trying. We’ve 
tried to do some things with the Corps. 
We’re continuing to improve the Corps. 

Frankly, 4 years ago when I became 
chairman, there were a lot of things 
wrong with the Corps that we’ve made 
right. I think the Corps is doing a 
much better job today. They’ve got a 
lot of new management techniques 
that we’re using that they weren’t 
doing in the past. 

I’ll give you an example. When I be-
came chairman I asked to see their vi-
sion for this country and the water-
ways. They didn’t have one. We asked 
them, What is your 5-year development 
plan for the waterways of this country? 
They didn’t have one. But they do now. 

Now is not the time to stop them, be-
cause under Chairman VISCLOSKY, and 
previously, we’ve started to do the 
right thing to stop this cost increase 
and to get this under control. And 
frankly, if we would take this amend-
ment, we would do great damage to the 
infrastructure or the future infrastruc-
ture of this country. 

So I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
amendment. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. I yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND). 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I just wanted to point out to the 
ranking member that he’s exactly 
right. And if you look at the bill, I 
think it will talk about that specific 
amounts of this money has been 
itemized to go to section 107 of the 
River Harbor Act of 1960; $45 million to 
go to the Flood Control Act of 1948; $10 
million to go to the Flood Control Act 
of 1946; $25 million to go exclusively for 
projects of the Water Resource Devel-
opment Act of 1986; $25 million for the 
Water Resource Act of 1996. This is all 
because we have continued to put 
money into construction, and I hope 
that what the ranking member was 
saying is that there’s no new projects 
in here. And maybe this is to finish up 
some of the projects. Maybe we can go 
back and finish some of the projects of 
the 1946 act or the 1986 act. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENSARLING. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOBSON. There are no new 
projects in this bill because there are 

no new projects proposed in the bill at 
this point. There could be later. I 
would hope not. 

And I want to tell you, we also in the 
past took out the President’s new 
starts too, not just the Congress’s. We 
took out the President’s. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I’m glad to 
hear that from the ranking member. 

But let’s have a start. Let’s 
prioritize. Let’s tell the Corps with this 
amendment that we’re going to cut 
this money, and that we need to see a 
prioritization schedule from them on 
how we’re going to spend it; that we’re 
going to be responsible for taxpayers’ 
money. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Again, I thank 
the gentleman from Georgia for his 
leadership and trying to bring some 
level of fiscal sanity and fiscal ac-
countability back to this body. 

And I’m not unsympathetic to what I 
just heard our ranking member say. 
But I guess I get somewhat frustrated 
when I see spending bill after spending 
bill after spending bill, and I see the 
largest single tax increase in American 
history enacted by the new majority. 

I see absolutely no effort on the part 
of the new majority to do anything to 
rein in out-of-control entitlement 
spending. Unfortunately, there are few 
opportunities to try to save the poor, 
beleaguered, American taxpayer some 
of his funds. 

And again, I’m not sure that this bill 
is being shortchanged. It does exceed 
the President’s request. It does provide 
funding above last year, in this case, 
increasing funding by roughly twice 
the rate of inflation. 

There are many American families 
who don’t have the luxury of seeing 
their incomes go up by twice the rate 
of inflation. Why are we expecting fam-
ilies to do with less so that government 
can do with more? 

And again, I’m not unsympathetic to 
what the ranking member had to say. 
But there are so few opportunities. 

And I understand good things can be 
done with these funds. But occasion-
ally, Mr. Chairman, we have to stop 
and we have to take a look at where 
this funding is coming from. And I talk 
about the poor, beleaguered, American 
taxpayer who, if the Democrats have 
their way and the largest single tax in-
crease in American history is allowed 
to be imposed upon the American peo-
ple, will see their taxes go up by rough-
ly $3,000 a year. 

And I hear from some of those tax-
payers from around the country. I 
heard from Debbie in Lake Zurich, Illi-
nois. She writes, ‘‘I cannot survive a 
$3,000 tax hike. I am a single, 53-year 
old woman living in Lake Zurich who 
is drowning in taxes. Because of taxes 
I’ve been forced to put my house on the 
market. Any more tax increases will 
create a huge financial burden.’’ 

I heard from Rose in Turnersville, 
New Jersey. ‘‘As an older adult still in 
the work force, I’m living paycheck to 
paycheck. Between property taxes and 
all the other taxes I pay, I will soon 
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give up my home. Just affording gas to 
get to work in my car is now a trial. 
Please keep the tax cuts we already 
have.’’ 

As we talk about things we’re going 
to do to safeguard people’s homes, how 
ironic it is, with the largest tax in-
crease in history we’re going to spend 
the money and help take their homes 
away. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will be postponed. 

b 1245 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, 20 years ago Congress 
declared that my home State of Nevada 
would become this Nation’s nuclear 
garbage dump. The legislation is 
known in the State of Nevada as the 
‘‘Screw Nevada Bill.’’ 

Two decades later, the families I rep-
resent remain overwhelmingly opposed 
to having toxic nuclear waste buried 90 
minutes from their homes, businesses, 
and where their children play. They 
have seen the mismanagement at 
Yucca Mountain, the lack of quality 
assurance and recent scandals where 
workers admitted to having falsified 
work on the site. 

Nevada families know that there is 
currently no canister capable of stor-
ing nuclear waste for thousands of 
years and that, once inside of Yucca 
Mountain, corrosive elements will 
cause the canisters that do exist to 
rapidly fail, corrode, releasing radioac-
tivity into nearby water supplies. 
Moms and dads fear thousands of 
truckloads of nuclear waste barreling 
down the highways of southern Nevada, 
home to more than 2 million families 
and a destination that attracts more 
than 40 million visitors a year. They 
have seen over the past 25 years how 
promises for ‘‘fair treatment’’ and 
‘‘sound science’’ have been trumped by 
raw politics. And in 2002 they watched 
as Congress ignored Nevada’s objec-
tions and declared that Yucca Moun-
tain should go forward in spite of seri-
ous unresolved scientific issues that 
linger to this very day. 

The circuit court of appeals decision 
that threw out the 10,000-year EPA ra-
diation standards, there is a reason 
that they threw it out. Currently, no 
radiation standards exist for Yucca 
Mountain because they would have to 
find radiation standards for a 300,000- 
year time, leaving most of us to won-
der if the financial status of the nu-
clear industry is more important than 
protecting the public safety and lives 
of American citizens. 

Fortunately, Nevadans are not alone 
in opposing Yucca Mountain. Across 
this Nation, communities that face 
decades of nuclear waste shipments 
have raised their voices in opposition 
to Yucca Mountain. They share our 
concerns about terrorist attacks or an 
accident involving this lethal cargo. 
One nuclear waste spill could threaten 
thousands of lives, shut down rail lines 
and highways, and cost millions of dol-
lars to clean up. Who is going to pay 
for that cleanup? 

Post-9/11 we know all too well that 
there are those who will stop at noth-
ing to strike at this Nation. Terrorists 
seeking to release radioactive mate-
rials or to secure a dirty bomb could 
target these waste shipments for at-
tack, making each train or truckload a 
disaster waiting to happen. Our com-
munities do not have the resources and 
our first responders simply do not have 
the training to deal with this threat. 

Mr. Chairman, there are more rea-
sons to oppose Yucca Mountain. This 
literal hole in the Nevada desert has al-
ready cost taxpayers $12 billion, and 
the sky is the limit when it comes to 
future spending: $100 billion, $200 bil-
lion, $300 billion? Nobody can tell us 
and nobody knows. The last time the 
DOE updated the cost analysis for 
Yucca Mountain was 2001. The Depart-
ment of Energy said in 2006, and again 
this year, they will provide updated 
cost analysis. They haven’t yet done 
that because they don’t know. The 
DOE’s failure to provide us with an up- 
to-date life-cycle cost analysis for this 
project is just one more reason to op-
pose this multibillion dollar boon-
doggle. 

And here is another: Yucca Mountain 
is even further away today than it was 
20 years ago when we first started down 
this path. After $12 billion in spending, 
Yucca Mountain is now so far behind 
schedule that it will not even open 
until 2020 or beyond. Remember, it was 
supposed to be 1998. Meanwhile, the 
last shipments will not even leave the 
nuclear reactor sites until 2047. That is 
40 years from today. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a better solu-
tion. The first step is to keep nuclear 
waste where it is now in hardened dry- 
cask storage containers that can be se-
cured for the next 100 years. End Yucca 
Mountain before we waste another $200 
billion to $300 billion. And then, fi-
nally, find a real solution to securing 
this Nation’s nuclear waste. 

I urge you to vote to cut wasteful 
spending at Yucca Mountain, protect 50 
million Americans in the communities 
all across our Nation who will be in 
danger from nuclear waste shipments 
and the families who oppose plans to 
turn Nevada into a radioactive garbage 
dump. 

Before I yield back, I want to thank 
both Mr. HOBSON and Mr. VISCLOSKY for 
yielding me this time. I appreciate 
their courtesy that is of monumental 
importance to the people I represent, 
the citizens of Nevada, and those who 
are living on these very dangerous 
transportation routes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

For expenses necessary for flood damage 
reduction projects and related efforts in the 
Mississippi River alluvial valley below Cape 
Girardeau, Missouri, as authorized by law, 
$278,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as are necessary 
to cover the Federal share of operation and 
maintenance costs for inland harbors shall 
be derived from the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund. 

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 24 offered by Mr. WEST-
MORELAND: 

Page 4, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $18,000,000)’’. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, what this amendment does is it 
cuts $18 million from the $278 million 
authorized under this bill. It is a small 
cut. Although $278 million is already 
authorized in current law, it is what 
the President’s request was; and even 
though we have looked at other amend-
ments and, hopefully, the whole House 
will see to do some cuts, this appro-
priations bill is $1.1 billion over the 
President’s request. So this $18 million 
simply brings back the President’s re-
quest for the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries program. 

The Mississippi River and Tributaries 
last year was $396.6 million in 2007. 
There has been plenty of money there, 
I think, to look at these harbors, look 
at the flood damage, look at the things 
that should be done there; and this is a 
mild decrease of the $18 million. 

But let me again reiterate, as I did 
on the previous two amendments, that 
this is in addition to $105 billion in new 
Federal spending over the next 5 years 
that has been authorized by the new 
leadership in this House. It has been 
done by enacting the largest tax in-
crease in American history. And this 
budget that we are looking at for 2008 
allows $23 billion in new spending that 
will be funded by the largest tax in-
crease in American history. This 
amendment, while being only $18 mil-
lion, is a small dent. I can’t believe 
that I have been in Congress long 
enough to say ‘‘only $18 million,’’ be-
cause that is more money than most 
American families will see in one life-
time or two lifetimes. It is just a small 
dent in this year’s budget. And, Mr. 
Chairman, I hope that all Members will 
see their way to cut this amount of 
money out of this particular appropria-
tions bill. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

I again would reference some of his 
words where he indicated that $18 mil-
lion is no small sum of money. It is a 
very significant sum of money, and I 
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would agree with him. It is a signifi-
cant sum of money, and it is very im-
portant to the programs that comprise 
the Mississippi River and Tributaries 
Program. And my concern is, if you 
would, carving out a particular geo-
graphic region for this particular cut 
and would emphasize that while it is 
but one geographic region and water 
system within our country, there are 
consequences of the amendments be-
cause channel improvement programs 
in Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and Ten-
nessee would be affected. There are lev-
ees for the Mississippi River in States 
like Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and Ten-
nessee. There is a flood waste system 
in the State of Louisiana, and there are 
operation and maintenance costs. 

These are all significant and impor-
tant programs dealing, again, with the 
priority of people’s health and safety, 
the movement of commerce, and the 
protection of property. 

I strongly oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Again I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Georgia for his amend-
ment in this series of amendments, 
which, as I understand it, would bring 
the funding to the President’s level, 
which, in most cases for many of us, is 
still too much. 

As I stated earlier in the debate, Mr. 
Chairman, I am still concerned that al-
though clearly good cases are made for 
how these funds can be used, I look at 
the larger picture. We still have a bill 
before us that is growing this part of 
government at over twice the rate of 
inflation. Again, we are asking Amer-
ican families to somehow do more with 
less, and sometimes you wonder if gov-
ernment isn’t doing less with more. 

This is on top of the pressure that 
has been put on the family budget by 
the new Democrat majority’s enacting 
the largest single tax increase in Amer-
ican history in their budget. This is on 
top of the Democrat majority that is 
trying to increase what we call non-
defense discretionary spending by $23 
billion above the level of last year. 
This is in addition to the $6 billion, Mr. 
Chairman, that they added to the om-
nibus spending bill at the first of the 
Congress and the $17 billion in non-
emergency spending that they tried to 
put into the emergency supplemental 
to support our troops that somehow we 
all know ended up with funding for pea-
nuts and spinach and many other items 
that many Americans would consider 
being part of a pork-barrel spending ef-
fort. 

So, again, I would have more sym-
pathy with those who oppose the bill if 
I saw any indication whatsoever that 
the new Democrat majority was trying 
to save the family budget from the 
Federal budget. And, instead, I see this 
explosion of spending, and I haven’t 
even included what the gentleman from 
Georgia aptly observed, that we hadn’t 

even completed 6 months of the year 
but already the new Democrat major-
ity, on top of all the old spending, has 
now authorized over the next 5-year 
budget window an additional $105 bil-
lion of new spending. And you wonder 
where does it all end? Where does it all 
end? 

I said earlier that I wish we could be 
debating on this floor opportunities to 
actually reform entitlement spending. 
We are dealing with a smaller portion 
of the Federal budget now, but we 
know that the longest journey starts 
with the first step. And, Mr. Chairman, 
we need to observe, and don’t take my 
word for it, about what is going to hap-
pen to the American family and the 
American economy if we don’t take 
some small steps to try to reduce the 
rate of growth of government. 

b 1300 

Let’s listen to our Federal Reserve 
Chairman, Ben Bernanke, who was 
quoted in a House Budget Committee. 
Without ‘‘early and meaningful action’’ 
to address the growth in entitlement 
spending, ‘‘the U.S. economy could be 
seriously weakened, with future gen-
erations bearing much of the cost.’’ 

Let’s listen to the Comptroller Gen-
eral, our chief fiduciary officer in the 
United States. He said, ‘‘The rising 
costs of government entitlements are a 
fiscal cancer that threatens cata-
strophic consequences for our country 
and could bankrupt America.’’ Instead, 
this body kicks the can down the road. 

And now we have a bill before us 
which, although it does many worthy 
things, is increasing the rate of spend-
ing of this part of government twice 
the rate of inflation; again, taking 
money away from American families 
after the single largest tax increase in 
history, threatening to double taxes on 
their children. 

And so, we’ve had three amendments 
here in a row that would take incred-
ibly modest steps to try to reduce the 
rate of growth of government. You 
don’t even have to cut government, 
you just have to reduce the rate of 
growth to bring some fiscal sanity 
from this new spending and tax eco-
nomic debt spiral that the Democrats 
seem to want to foist us into. 

So, I would urge the House to adopt 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Georgia. I wish we could do more, but 
it is a modest start on a very, very 
long journey. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I move to strike 
the last word, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I would like to lend my sup-
port to my chairman of this sub-
committee, and also Mr. HOBSON, for 
their great work on this bill. I think 
it’s a great bill. I think you have really 
shown the rest of us in Congress how a 
committee can and should work to-
gether for the good of the country. 

I would like to address a few issues 
that have been brought up, not nec-
essarily related to the bill at hand, 
with regard to spending. And I am glad 
to see a couple of my friends on the Re-

publican side have found some religion 
over the past few months. These were 
the same Members who were here over 
the past 6 years, Republican control of 
the House, Republican control of the 
Senate, Republican White House, and 
ran up $4 trillion in debt for the United 
States of America. We didn’t hear boo 
from them while all this was going on. 
And the biggest problem has been most 
of that money was borrowed from for-
eign countries, Japan, China, OPEC 
countries; $4 trillion mostly borrowed 
from foreign countries by the Repub-
lican Party. 

They’ve also mentioned that there 
has been stress on families. Well, I’m 
glad they finally came around to un-
derstand that, too. And some of the 
things that we have already done, Mr. 
Chairman, have addressed those issues: 
$700 increase in the Pell Grant, that 
will relieve some pressure for families; 
student loans rates being cut in half, 
that will reduce pressure on families; 
increase in the minimum wage, which 
begins this summer; increased SCHIP 
coverage; increased coverage for wom-
en’s health care needs. These are issues 
that are going to relieve the pressure 
that most American families are feel-
ing, and it took a Democratic Congress 
to implement that. 

Now, to the heart and soul of this 
bill. I think this bill does two things, 
Mr. Chairman. One, this is a national 
security issue. What Mr. HOBSON and 
Mr. VISCLOSKY have done here is in-
crease the security of this country by 
reducing our dependence on foreign oil, 
by increasing our funding for the 
‘‘loose nukes’’ program so that we can 
be safer. And this dovetails perfectly 
into what we’ve already been doing 
here with the Homeland Security bill, 
where we’re going to have 3,000 more 
Border Patrol agents, where we are 
going to have technology for our ports 
so we are making sure we cover the 
cargo in. This bill fits directly in with 
that. Money for our first responders, 
COPS program. This all fits together as 
a piece of a national security bill. 

And this bill also, I think equal to 
the national security provisions, this is 
a bill about economic development. 
The problems we have been having over 
the last 30 years is that wages have 
been stagnant. And Rose in Illinois and 
some of the other people that my 
friend from Texas have mentioned have 
had stagnant wages for 30 years. This 
bill makes the kind of investments 
that the study from the National Acad-
emy of Sciences recommended, ‘‘Rising 
Above the Gathering Storm.’’ The head 
of that study was the former CEO of 
Lockheed Martin. And he noted, along 
with a very distinguished panel, that 
the connection between research and 
development and growth cannot be un-
derstated, especially research in the 
physical sciences. And when you look 
at what this bill does, 3,500 researchers 
are funded through this bill; $93 million 
for research with hybrid cars, $49 mil-
lion for advanced combustion research, 
$48 million for materials research for 
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fuel efficient cars, $23 million for fuels 
technology, $708 million for coal energy 
research. 

This is an economic development 
bill. When we began to fund NASA, 
that created thousands and thousands 
and thousands of jobs in science and 
engineering. This bill will do the same 
thing. It will give Rose in Illinois and 
all of those other folks who have had 
stagnant wages an opportunity to go 
into a field that is growing with public 
research and private research. This is a 
jobs bill, this is an economic develop-
ment bill for a lot of the regions who 
have suffered under the global econ-
omy. 

I appreciate what the chairman has 
done, I appreciate what the ranking 
member from the great State of Ohio 
has done with this bill. This is a jobs 
bill and this is a national security bill. 
I urge its passage, and I urge that this 
amendment go down. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union, reported 
that that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2641) mak-
ing appropriations for energy and 
water development and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

REPORT ON H.R. 2771, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2008 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, from 
the Committee on Appropriations, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
110–198) on the bill (H.R. 2771) making 
appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Union Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 481 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2641. 

b 1307 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2641) making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-

tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. DAVIS of Alabama in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
pending was amendment No. 24 by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. WEST-
MORELAND). 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I want to 
thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing. 

I just wanted to make a few com-
ments about my friend Mr. RYAN, who 
I listened to many nights, Mr. Chair-
man, while I was up in the chair where 
you’re at. Many nights, I listened to 
the 30-something Group get up and rail 
and talk about all the wasteful spend-
ing and about how much money we 
were spending and about how we had 
gone into debt and about what the debt 
was. And I hear Mr. RYAN stand up and 
talk about economic development. I’m 
going to tell you the best bills this 
country has ever had for economic de-
velopment was the Bush tax cuts. 
Those were the best economic bills 
we’ve had for economic development in 
this country. Look at where the Dow is 
today at 13,000-plus. I haven’t been 
keeping up with it, I don’t really have 
a lot of money in the market. But we 
have busted records continually, and it 
has been because of those economic 
growth tax cut bills that we have had 
and the economic policies of this White 
House. 

And as my gentleman friend from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) said, we don’t 
necessarily agree with the President’s 
recommendation. We feel like that’s 
probably more money than we need to 
spend. But at least it is a recommenda-
tion that we need to go back to from 
the proposal of what the Democratic 
leadership has proposed. 

And you know, if you talk about 
striking any money from an agency’s 
budget, I think you get their attention. 
The ranking member was telling me 
that when he was the chairman 2 years 
ago, he asked for the Corps to send 10 
of their most important projects that 
need to be completed. He hasn’t heard 
from them yet. And so we need to send 
a message to some of these agencies 
and say look, you are going to give us 
the information we want, you are going 
to be accountable, and you are going to 
be under some authority. 

So, I think we need to send that mes-
sage loud and clear. And although some 
of these cuts are mighty small, I think 
they will do a good job in getting some 
attention. I’m glad to see that the 30- 
something Group is now, and that the 
Blue Dogs, or whatever kind of dogs 
they are, that I listened to also, Mr. 
Chairman, when I was up there late at 
night, listened to them for hours at a 
time talk about wasteful spending, I 
hope that they will join me in an hour, 
in Special Orders, when we talk about 
the largest tax increase in the history 

of this country and the runaway spend-
ing that we now have, even larger 
spending than it was when we were in 
charge. I hope they will join me in that 
hour and we can get up and talk about 
being good stewards of the taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, this 
Republican minority is intensely inter-
ested in making sure that we do the 
right thing for the country, but it 
should be noted that these bills should 
not be about economic development, 
they should be about solving water 
problems that we have with the dollars 
that are generated by the taxpayer to 
solve problems with water, with flood-
ing and with the various elements of 
ensuring we have clean and better 
water that is available. 

This should not be an economic de-
velopment spending bill. I disagree 
with the gentleman from Ohio, and it 
is my hope that this body will recog-
nize this economic development spend-
ing bill for what it is, as opposed to a 
water resources bill. I am disappointed 
to hear that it’s characterized that 
way. And that is why we support the 
gentleman from Georgia with his 
amendment. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I wish to engage Subcommittee 
Chairman Mr. VISCLOSKY in a colloquy 
for purposes of underscoring the stra-
tegic role of petroleum coke gasifi-
cation to reduce dependence on the for-
eign supply of energy, and illustrating 
the technological feasibility of petro-
leum coke gasification projects to se-
quester carbon. 

Mr. Chairman, the Energy and Policy 
Act of 2005, Public Law 109–58, has a 
specific provision, section 415, 42 U.S.C. 
15975, authorizing the Secretary of En-
ergy to provide loan guarantees for at 
least five petroleum coke gasification 
projects. Petroleum coke gasification 
projects are also qualified under title 
17, the Innovative Technology Loan 
Guarantee Program under 1703 (c) 2 and 
(c) 3 as an industrial gasification 
project and pet coke gasification 
project, respectively. This provision of 
the law recognizes the critical impor-
tance of these projects in promoting ef-
ficient management of energy sources 
within the United States. 

Domestic gasification of ‘‘petcoke,’’ 
as it is also called in the U.S. refining 
industry, will reduce foreign exports of 
this product. Reducing exports of 
petcoke will result in reduced emis-
sions of hydrocarbons, carbon dioxide 
and other gases resulting from produc-
tion, transportation and burning of fos-
sil fuels associated with energy sources 
currently being used instead of 
petcoke. Globally, it would also result 
in lower emissions from petcoke since 
this product often is not being burned 
in clean processes when it is exported. 

Technology exists today to sequester 
carbon dioxide byproduct from the 
petcoke gasification process, pressurize 
the gas, and inject it underground as a 
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petroleum recovery enhancement tech-
nique. 

b 1315 
Carbon sequestration can be a viable 

and compatible technology with 
petcoke gasification where the geol-
ogy, ongoing field production, and rel-
ative distance to the location of a reli-
able source of carbon dioxide gas co- 
exist. 

Petcoke gasification and carbon se-
questration technologies would be in 
use more widely in key regions in our 
country if market-entry costs were not 
so high. 

Mr. Chairman, reducing the cost of 
capital to place petcoke gasification 
technology into service is the very ob-
jective Congress recognized and set out 
to implement in the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005. The Department of Energy has 
not allocated sufficient funds for loan 
guarantees to demonstrate commercial 
readiness of the petcoke gasification 
technology, which will reduce depend-
ence on foreign sources of energy. Add-
ing carbon sequestration will require 
further allocation of Federal funds to 
implement this important technology. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge your consider-
ation to expand the types of projects 
that receive funding under title XVII of 
the Energy and Water appropriations 
bill to include already authorized 
petcoke projects that will enhance U.S. 
energy independence. I also urge your 
support for appropriating sufficient re-
sources for one to two petcoke gasifi-
cation projects in the fiscal year 2008 
funding bill for the Department of En-
ergy and hope you can take this into 
consideration when negotiating in con-
ference committee with the Senate. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I want to 
thank Mr. GREEN for bringing to the 
committees’s attention and my atten-
tion the need for adequate funding of 
these invaluable technologies. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to thank my colleague, my good friend 
from Indiana and Chair of the subcommittee, 
for bringing up this important piece of legisla-
tion. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 2641. I am 
particularly pleased the committee has pro-
vided the Army Corps of Engineers with $5.6 
billion, which is $713 million more than the 
President’s request and $246 million more 
than last year’s appropriations. These funds 
will help strengthen our Nation’s flood control 
programs and navigation infrastructure, which 
is particularly important to my district. 

Along the Houston Ship Channel, we have 
requested $35 million for operations and main-
tenance on the deepening and widening 
project. This continued O&M funding would be 
used to keep the channel at its authorized 
depth, which is critical to keeping the channel 
navigable for the tankers that bring in crude oil 
to our refineries. We also have submitted a re-
quest for the environmental mitigation required 
as a result of the deepening and widening 
project and would hope that the committee will 
give that request its full consideration in con-
ference. 

Our area relies heavily on Corps of Engi-
neers’ funding, since we’re not only an en-

ergy-producing area but also a low-lying area 
in the middle of a flood plain. I am hopeful that 
a portion of the increased funding for the Army 
Corps of Engineers can be directed to Greens 
Bayou, Hunting Bayou and Halls Bayou, which 
were flooded during Tropical Storm Allison in 
2001. These authorized projects are located in 
blue-collar residential areas in my district, 
where the threat of future flooding is all too 
real. We dodged Hurricane Rita in 2005, but 
we need to step up our flood control efforts on 
these projects to give our residents adequate 
protection when the next storm hits. I appre-
ciate the committee’s continued understanding 
of the pressing flood control needs in our 
area. 

I am also hopeful funding can be provided 
for other meritorious projects in our district, in-
cluding the University of Houston’s Center for 
Clean Fuels and Power Generation, the Very 
High Differential Pressure Sub-sea Multiphase 
Pumping System, and the Texas Hydrogen 
Highway. 

This bill also makes a significant investment 
in researching and developing alternative en-
ergy sources which will lead us away from our 
dependence on fossil fuels. The bill provides 
$1.6 billion for research into solar energy, bio-
mass and bio-refinery systems, technologies 
to reduce vehicle emissions, and technologies 
to make buildings more energy efficient. It also 
provides much needed resources for weather-
ization assistance grants which will weather- 
proof the homes of low-income disabled and 
elderly individuals. 

An investment in new sources of energy is 
critical to meeting our future energy needs, but 
in the interim we must continue to improve on 
the conventional sources of energy we use 
today. That is why I am pleased this bill funds 
the demonstration of technology that captures 
carbon exhaust, and researches how to make 
fossil fuels more efficient and sustainable. 

These investments in both conventional and 
renewable energy research will help meet 
America’s future energy needs and diversify 
our energy portfolio. The University of Hous-
ton’s Center for Clean Fuels and Power Gen-
eration is contributing to this effort, and I have 
requested funding for the center’s expansion. 
The center’s work to conduct cross-disciplinary 
research and develop technology to spur the 
discovery and commercialization of new fuels 
to provide the Nation’s transportation and con-
struction sectors with low-cost, reliable and 
sustainable power sources. I hope the com-
mittee will work with us to include funding for 
this important project in conference. 

I commend the Chairman, and also my 
good friend from Texas, Congressman CHET 
EDWARDS, for their hard work on this legisla-
tion, and urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Westmoreland amendment. I would 
like to point out that the President’s 
budget request came in at $1.1 billion 
more than what the majority party has 
requested in the bill that is before us 
today. Also, the bill before us today is 
$1.3 billion over last year’s bill. 

Now, $1 billion, that goes to the $23 
billion or so that the combination of 
the 12 appropriations bills will be over 
what the President has set forward. 
And even what the President set for-

ward, I might say, is a little on the 
high side. But when you look at $23 bil-
lion in excess spending, $1.1 billion just 
in this bill, Mr. Chairman, we have to 
start somewhere with fiscal restraint 
and fiscal discipline. 

I am a new Member in Congress, and 
I heard a lot of talk during the cam-
paign, especially by some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
that we were going to have a new day 
of fiscal discipline. Well, I am still 
waiting for that day to dawn, and I cer-
tainly don’t see it today. 

This bill is higher than what the 
President has asked, and that means 
that the President has pledged to veto 
this bill. If this goes through the House 
and then through the Senate and 
comes out in anything like the form 
that it is in right now, it’s going to be 
vetoed; and then we are going to come 
back, and we will go through this 
whole exercise all over again. 

So I think the way we should avoid 
that brain damage and that waste of 
time and waste of expense is just to 
bite the bullet right now. Let’s stick to 
the amount that the President has re-
quested. That is still over last year’s 
budget. 

So I think we should support the 
Westmoreland amendment. He has of-
fered several good amendments. This is 
one of them. We have to start some-
where, or we are going to be back later 
this year. 

So let’s have some of the fiscal dis-
cipline that I thought we were going to 
be in store for, and this would be a 
good place to start. This is as good a 
place as any. And I urge adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as Congress works to 
expand domestic energy production al-
ternatives, one area of renewed focus is 
nuclear power production. For those of 
us who support nuclear energy, it is es-
sential that there be adequate over-
sight and independent research to 
make sure that nuclear technology is 
safe and sustainable. 

For the past 50 years, Mr. Chairman, 
that independent research has been the 
primary objective of Savannah River 
Ecology Lab. In fact, the ecology lab 
was founded to give the public con-
fidence that the Energy Department’s 
works at Savannah River Site would 
not sacrifice public safety or the envi-
ronment. 

That work continues today. In fact, 
the lab is the only lab in the Nation 
funded by the Department of Energy 
that conducts independent research 
into the long-term effects of low-level 
radiation and nuclear energy produc-
tion. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
Energy doesn’t seem to want inde-
pendent oversight, and they have ze-
roed out the $4 million in funding for 
the lab. It seems to me that $4 million 
a year is a small price to pay to make 
sure that the ongoing work at the SRS, 
and nuclear energy production in gen-
eral, is being done in a manner that 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:20 Jul 28, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~3\2007NE~2\H19JN7.REC H19JN7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

70
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6688 June 19, 2007 
promotes public safety and protects 
our land, our air, and our waterways. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I thank the 
gentleman for bringing the work of 
this lab to the attention of the House 
and to the committee. I certainly will 
want to work with the gentleman on 
his concerns. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, I look 
forward to continuing to work with 
him and our colleagues in the other 
body to make sure that the Nation has 
the adequate oversight and the inde-
pendent research that is needed to safe-
ly promote nuclear technology. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Westmoreland amendment and in oppo-
sition of the underlying bill. 

Let’s just review the numbers for a 
moment. This Energy and Water appro-
priation bill not only exceeds the 
President’s request; it also increases 
spending by twice the rate of inflation. 
Under the Democrat budget resolution, 
nonemergency spending will increase 
by $81.4 billion compared to 2007, grow-
ing more than 9 percent, or triple the 
rate of inflation. That is triple the rate 
of our constituents’, the American tax-
payers’, ability to pay for these bills. 
This is on top of the $6 billion that was 
already spent in the current year omni-
bus, and the $17 billion in non-war 
emergency spending that was added to 
the Iraq war supplemental. 

But with this particular bill, here are 
my concerns: number one, it further 
opens the spigot on new spending. This 
is $1.1 billion above the President’s re-
quest and $1.3 billion above the 2007 en-
acted levels. Again, far in excess of the 
rate of inflation. 

Number two, it adds a lot of green for 
uncertain returns. The President re-
quested $1.2 billion for renewable and 
energy efficiency under the Advanced 
Energy Initiative and the Reducing 
U.S. Dependence on Imported Energy 
Sources. This bill increases spending 
by 50 percent, yet it is extremely un-
clear whether this enormous boost in 
spending will actually do anything to 
achieve energy independence. 

This bill also exploits the Democrats’ 
pre-funding maneuver. This was wrong 
when Republicans did it. It is wrong 
when Democrats do it. Both parties 
have been doing these pre-funding ma-
neuvers. This is basically taking from 
next year’s bill. 

I think the fact that they have al-
ready pre-funded $1.6 billion for FY 2008 
Corps of Engineers spending frees up 
room under the cap so they can spend 
more money. So you have about a $1.8 
billion smoke-and-mirrors pre-funding 
mechanism that allows them to spend 
even more money. That brings the 
total on top of the $1.3 billion to al-
most $3 billion over last year’s enacted 
levels. 

Now, $3 billion in an almost $3 tril-
lion budget, people ask why should it 
matter. Why should we talk about 
these things. Here is why, Mr. Chair-

man, this matters: it starts one step at 
a time. 

If you want to be fiscally conserv-
ative, if you want to be fiscally dis-
ciplined and watch the way we spend 
taxpayer dollars, we have to do it at 
every stage in the process. We will 
have to watch how we spend our tax-
payer dollars. 

The big problem I have with this 
budget resolution that is guiding this 
process, the current budget resolution 
leads to the largest tax increase in 
American history. Why on Earth would 
we want to pass the largest tax in-
crease in American history at a time 
when our economy needs more jobs? 

The tax cuts that occurred in 2003 
created an unprecedented 7.9 million 
new jobs. It gave us 3 years of double- 
digit revenue growth, which helped us 
cut the deficit by more than 50 percent. 
And the key to reducing the deficit fur-
ther is not increasing taxes or increas-
ing spending. It is controlling spend-
ing. 

That is the different vision between 
our two parties. We believe we need to 
balance the budget. The Democrat 
budget, the Democratic Party budget, 
does that too. They propose a balanced 
budget as well. They propose a bal-
anced budget at this level of taxing and 
spending, whereas we propose a bal-
anced budget at this lower level of tax-
ing and spending, because we fun-
damentally believe that people ought 
to be able to keep more of their own 
money in their own pocket. 

We don’t measure success of a nation 
by measuring how much more money 
we spend in Washington. We measure 
success of a nation by how free people 
are in their own lives and how they 
have an ability to prosper and grow 
and how jobs and opportunities are 
being created in America. That is what 
we believe measures success. 

So if we pass budgets that simply call 
for all this new spending, if we pass 
budgets which call for 23 reserve funds 
to spend $190 billion, in addition to 
what this budget right here does, what 
we are simply doing is saying we are 
going to tax people more, and then we 
are going to tax them more again, and 
we are going to spend that money. 

That takes freedom and liberty away 
from taxpayers, away from individuals. 
That starves prosperity in America; it 
doesn’t preserve prosperity in America. 
And that is why at every stage in this 
appropriations process, at every stage 
in this budget process we have to be 
mindful on how much money we are 
spending. 

We are spending more than twice the 
rate of inflation in this bill. We are 
spending three times the rate of infla-
tion on all of these appropriations 
bills. And that is far too much, Mr. 
Chairman. That is why I urge passage 
of the Westmoreland amendment and 
defeat of the underlying bill. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I also rise to support 
the amendment of my colleague from 

Georgia, Mr. WESTMORELAND. I want to 
reiterate some of the comments that 
have already been made. 

We simply have to start exercising 
fiscal discipline in this House. I often 
talk about how the Republicans missed 
the mark by overspending in the last 
few years and I talk about they, not 
we, because I came here as a fiscal con-
servative. I am even more of a fiscal 
conservative than I was when I first 
came to Congress, and I think most 
Members of my party have gotten up 
and admitted that we have spent too 
much money in the last few years. But 
most people now have seen the error of 
our ways, and we know that we have to 
start cutting, and we need to start 
right here. We talked about this last 
week, but we need to continue to talk 
about it. 

We are on track for pretty soon 70 
cents out of every dollar of Federal 
money going in to Social Security, 
Medicare and Medicaid, in the very, 
very near future. We do not need to 
take our country in that direction. We 
have got to start trimming budgets, 
and this is the place to start now. 

If we do not do that, we are not only 
going to see a repeat of what the 
Democrats are bringing to us, the big-
gest tax increase in American history 
this year, we are going to continue to 
see that to the point where we are 
going to be taxing most of the money 
that Americans make, and we are 
going to destroy this country with that 
kind of an attitude. 

Our economy is doing great because 
of the tax cuts that were instituted in 
2001 and 2003, and the only way we can 
maintain that type of economy is for 
us to control spending. We don’t have a 
revenue problem in this country. We 
have a spending problem. We need seri-
ous fundamental reform of our spend-
ing. We need fiscal discipline. 

As my colleagues have said, we are 
dealing with spending at twice the rate 
of inflation. American families cannot 
stand that. They do not want us to con-
tinue spending at the level that we are 
spending. It is on track to be the larg-
est spending increase that we have seen 
in a long, long time in this country. 

We heard over and over again last 
year on the floor from the party that is 
now the majority party, then the mi-
nority party, that we were spending 
too much money. Here they are, ex-
panding what was spent last year, and 
expanding it at a rate that is simply 
unsustainable. They obviously did not 
mean what they said last year when 
they said we were spending too much 
money. 

It is a small cut. Again, I reiterate 
what my colleagues have said. We have 
been in Washington too long when we 
think of $18 million as a small cut. But 
as Everett Dirksen said many, many 
years ago, ‘‘A million here and a mil-
lion there, and pretty soon you are 
talking about real money.’’ That is 
what we are doing. 

Let me put Federal spending into 
some context for the American people. 
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The United States Federal Government 
is on track to spend more money next 
year than Germany’s entire economy 
in the year 2005. Germany is and has 
been the third largest economy in the 
world for a long, long time. There are 
only two countries in the world with 
entire economies that are larger than 
the U.S. Government budget, the 
United States itself and Japan. 

So it is important that we start cut-
ting back, and we have to do it a little 
bit at a time. If there is anybody in 
this country who believes that throw-
ing more money at a problem from the 
Federal Government’s level solves 
problems, then they haven’t looked at 
the statistics on our education system, 
they haven’t looked at the statistics on 
what has happened with control of dis-
asters. We know that simply throwing 
money at a problem does not solve the 
problem. 

We need accountability, we need effi-
ciency, and we really need to focus on 
those issues before we spend additional 
dollars. 

I think that we do need more over-
sight of how Federal Government pro-
grams are run. But simply throwing 
more money at the problem won’t cre-
ate that oversight for us. We have to 
get down in the trenches, examine pro-
grams, see how money is being spent, 
and say what effect did you get from 
this money you are currently spending. 

b 1330 

In most cases we can probably cut 
budgets and come out far ahead. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will be postponed. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, on Monday morning 
my constituents in Gainesville, Texas, 
woke up to a terrible sight. They woke 
up to discover their homes, businesses 
and city awash in water. Heavy rain in 
north Texas over the weekend and 
early into Monday morning over-
whelmed Pecan Creek and other area 
streams. There have been several con-
firmed fatalities, 420 flooded homes, 
untold millions of dollars’ worth of 
damage in the north Texas area. 

The first responders, the fire people, 
the swift water rescue teams, are still 
in the process of rescue recovery and 
evaluating the damage and helping 
people whose homes and businesses 
have been destroyed. 

This photograph was taken yesterday 
morning. It is reminiscent of photo-
graphs that were taken during the 
1990s, during the 1980s, during the 1970s, 
during the 1960s, literally as far back 

as I can remember. That is why I have 
requested funds for a section 205 flood 
control project in Gainesville, Texas, 
and I have every year for the last 3 
years. 

Progress has been made. Funds have 
been allocated to the project in fiscal 
year 2007, to the Corps’ work plan to 
complete studies in engineering; but 
realistically, the time for study has 
long since passed. We need construc-
tion dollars. 

Funding for Pecan Creek was my 
number one request in the Energy and 
Water appropriations bill this year, 
last year and the year prior. I hope 
that the chairman and the ranking 
member will help by providing the 
funding for the construction projects 
that are so desperately needed by the 
citizens of north Texas. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to enter into a 
colloquy with Chairman VISCLOSKY 
about a critical issue relating to my 
district, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership and the minority 
ranking member’s leadership on the 
issue before us. 

If I could direct this to Chairman 
VISCLOSKY, as you know, being from 
the Great Lakes region, there is an 
ever-constant threat of shoreline ero-
sion on the coast of the Great Lakes. 
My district is home to Pennsylvania’s 
only shoreline on the Great Lakes on 
Lake Erie. Each year it is of vital im-
portance that sand, displaced by winter 
storms, be renourished and redistrib-
uted on that shoreline. 

Without annual nourishment, the 
shoreline would erode to the point 
where natural resources and habitats 
are jeopardized or even lost. Perhaps 
the most vivid example of this is 
Presque Isle. Presque Isle is a unique 
ecosystem and truly a natural gem. 
Every year as a State park it receives 
over 3.4 million visitors and it receives 
more visitors annually than any na-
tional park other than Yosemite. 

Every year since 1975, the shoreline 
of this unique feature has received 
truckloads of replacement sand. This 
sand has kept the bird sanctuary at 
Gull Point effectively from eroding 
away. Birds that have been sighted 
here or call the sanctuary home in-
clude federally endangered species such 
as the piping plover. Without sand, 
however, Gull Point and other areas of 
Presque Isle’s shoreline will be washed 
away, leaving these vulnerable species 
with even less habitat for recovery. 

While there are no specific project al-
locations in this bill at this time, I en-
courage the subcommittee to allocate 
sufficient funds to the Army Corps of 
Engineers’ construction account and 
make every effort to afford the beach 
nourishment project at Presque Isle at 
Erie, Pennsylvania, the resources re-
quired to be able to restore the sand 
lost from winter storms. And also, as 
part of an ongoing Federal commit-
ment, a Federal-State partnership 

which has existed since the Reagan ad-
ministration. I thank the gentleman 
and welcome his consideration. 

I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I want to thank the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania who 
serves as my partner on the Congres-
sional Steel Caucus, we have other 
things in common, including my dis-
trict abutting the Great Lakes, in my 
case Lake Michigan, for rising on this 
issue on the floor today. It is an impor-
tant one. 

The gentleman has my commitment 
that, especially knowing the chal-
lenges facing the Great Lakes region 
firsthand, that the subcommittee will 
make every effort to provide adequate 
resources to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers for construction projects and also 
help the gentleman provide sufficient 
resources to the beach nourishment at 
Presque Isle. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
For expenses necessary for the operation, 

maintenance, and care of existing river and 
harbor, flood and storm damage reduction, 
aquatic ecosystem restoration, and related 
projects authorized by law, including the 
construction of facilities, projects, or fea-
tures (including islands and wetlands) to use 
materials dredged during Federal navigation 
maintenance activities; the mitigation of 
impacts on shorelines resulting from Federal 
navigation operation and maintenance ac-
tivities; to address the effects of civil works 
projects owned or operated by the Corps on 
federally listed species; to provide security 
for infrastructure operated by the Corps, or 
operated on its behalf, including administra-
tive buildings and facilities, and labora-
tories; to maintain harbor channels provided 
by a State, municipality, or other public 
agency that serve essential navigation needs 
of general commerce where authorized by 
law; and to conduct surveys and chart north-
ern and northwestern lakes and connecting 
waters, clear channels, and remove obstruc-
tions to commercial navigation, 
$2,655,241,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $53,585,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 1 New Eng-
land; of which $179,814,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 2 Mid At-
lantic; of which $367,101,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 3 South At-
lantic Gulf; of which $126,907,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 4 Great 
Lakes; of which $342,354,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 5 Ohio; of 
which $25,721,000 shall be for projects and ac-
tivities in Region 6 Tennessee; of which 
$251,630,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 7 Upper Mississippi; of which 
$166,946,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 8 Lower Mississippi; of which 
$3,159,000 shall be for projects and activities 
in Region 9 Souris-Red-Rainy; of which 
$162,352,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 10 Missouri; of which 
$213,500,000 shall be for projects and activi-
ties in Region 11 Arkansas-White-Red; of 
which $185,668,000 shall be for projects and 
activities in Region 12 Texas-Gulf; of which 
$30,812,000 shall be for projects and activities 
in Region 13 Rio Grande; of which $57,000 
shall be for projects and activities in Region 
14 Upper Colorado; of which $3,967,000 shall 
be for projects and activities in Region 15 
Lower Colorado; of which $819,000 shall be for 
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projects and activities in Region 16 Great 
Basin; of which $286,031,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 17 Pacific 
Northwest; of which $125,998,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 18 Cali-
fornia; of which $26,811,000 shall be for 
projects and activities in Region 19 Alaska; 
of which $872,000 shall be for projects and ac-
tivities in Region 20 Hawaii; of which such 
sums as are necessary to cover the Federal 
share of eligible operations and maintenance 
shall be derived from the Harbor Mainte-
nance Trust Fund; of which such sums as be-
come available in the special account for the 
Corps established by the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l– 
6a(i)), shall be used for resource protection, 
research, interpretation, and maintenance 
activities under this heading related to re-
source projection in areas operated by the 
Corps at which outdoor recreation is avail-
able; and of which such sums as become 
available pursuant to section 217 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996, 
shall be used to cover the cost of operation 
and maintenance of the dredged material 
disposal facilities for which such fees have 
been collected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 25 offered by Mr. WEST-
MORELAND: 

Page 5, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $184,241,000)’’. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment simply strikes 
$184,241,000 from operations and main-
tenance to the Corps. 

The amendment would save $184 mil-
lion, reducing the account from $2.655 
billion to $2.471 billion. The account 
was funded at $1.97 billion in fiscal year 
2007. The bill increases this amount by 
34 percent over last year’s funding level 
and the amendment would limit this 
increase to 25 percent. While I may feel 
this is still too much money, it at least 
brings some type of accountance that 
we would want to increase this 34 per-
cent in 1 year. 

Mr. Chairman, I think as already tes-
tified today by many Members in talk-
ing about the bureaucracy, the red 
tape, the problems in prioritized spend-
ing, the lack of accountability, where 
better to make a difference and to 
make a change and to spend something 
than in the maintenance and operation 
of this agency. 

We heard from the gentleman from 
Florida, Mr. KLEIN, talk about the 
problems that he had with regulations, 
and I know that Florida has a lot of 
different water problems and a lot of 
different Corps’ interests down there. 

I was pleased to hear Chairman VIS-
CLOSKY in his comments about bringing 
accountability to the Corps and bring-
ing about accountability on this spend-
ing that seems to be run away. I really 
enjoyed talking to the ranking member 
about some of these problems that he 
has been addressing over the past years 
as chairman of this committee and how 
accountability needs to be brought to 
the attention of Members. 

I don’t know if I have mentioned it 
before, but this appropriations bill is 
$1.1 billion over the President’s re-
quest. I don’t know if I have mentioned 
it before, but there has been at least 
$105 billion in new Federal spending 
over the next 5 years that has been au-
thorized by the new majority in this 
House, the Democratic leadership. And 
I don’t know if I have mentioned it or 
not, but we have enacted the largest 
tax increase in American history. 

This Democratic budget, and I don’t 
know if I have mentioned this before or 
not, allows for $23 billion in new spend-
ing over that of the President’s re-
quest. 

And I want to just make a couple of 
other comments. Mr. RYAN had men-
tioned economic development. I just 
want to say that 6 years ago the Dow 
was at 10,690. Today it is at 13,632. That 
is a pretty nice increase, seeing how it 
came on the heels of 9/11, and I think 
and I believe Mr. RYAN quoted the fact 
that 7.8 million new jobs since this eco-
nomic development tax cut legislation 
has gone into effect. That’s more than 
Europe and Japan combined. 

The President’s policies, economic 
policies, have been working. And 
whether we agree with the amount of 
money that he has spent or not, the 
economic policies are working and tax 
cuts do work. 

And so I would ask that we would 
send a message to the American tax-
payers that we want to cut $184 million 
out of this bill that is already bloated, 
over $1.1 billion. And I think we also 
want to send a message to some of 
these departments that we are going to 
hold you accountable and we are going 
to make sure that you are responsible 
for the way you spend money and that 
you are accountable to this Congress, 
because we are directly accountable to 
the people who elect us to this posi-
tion. 

So I ask Members to support this 
amendment and keep in mind that last 
year it was $1.9 billion, that this year 
the President’s request was $2.4 billion, 
and the proposal is for $2.6 billion. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I wish to speak in support of the 
Westmoreland amendment. I think it 
does a good job of bringing spending to 
more reasonable levels. 

But I would like to speak about the 
broader issue. Not only does this par-
ticular appropriation bill increase 
spending by $1.1 billion above the 
President’s request, which is in excess 
of last year by double the rate of infla-
tion, it is part of a broader appropria-
tions effort to spend $23 billion above 
the President’s request and 9 percent 
increase from this year versus last 
year, triple the rate of inflation. 

Here is the problem with all these 
bills that spend all this extra money: 
This puts the taxpayer on a collision 
course with higher taxes. Because the 
budget resolution which we are now op-
erating under leads to the largest tax 
increase in American history, by pass-

ing these large appropriations bills, $23 
billion above the President’s request, it 
puts us on a course for higher taxes. 

Why is this a bad thing, Mr. Chair-
man? The reason this is such a bad 
thing is because these tax cuts, the tax 
relief gave us the economic prosperity 
we are enjoying today. It gave us the 
higher economic revenues that give us 
the ability to lower the deficit. 

When we saw this problem in the 
economy in 2001 and 2003, consider all 
those problems America was facing, 
the Enron scandals, the dot-com bubble 
had burst, 9/11 happened, and we went 
into a recession. 

What did Congress do at that time? 
Congress moved aggressively and swift-
ly to cut taxes, to cut tax rates on en-
trepreneurs, on small businesses, on 
corporations investing back in their 
businesses, on families and on tax-
payers and working families. 

What happened after that? Well, we 
created 7.9 million new jobs. Think of 
the fact that the eight quarters before 
tax cuts occurred, we had eight quar-
ters of negative business investment. 
After that, we have had unprecedented 
business investment. 

Think of the fact that we have aver-
aged a job loss of 219,000 jobs per month 
before those tax cuts and now we are 
averaging almost 165,000 new jobs per 
month since those tax cuts. 

b 1345 

Think of the fact, Mr. Chairman, 
that when the Enron bubble came and 
the dot-com bubble burst, people lost a 
lot of their savings when the market 
went down. Well, now the market is at 
an all-time high, and it is because of 
these tax cuts. 

And so when we bring bills to the 
floor that promise all of this new 
spending, when we bring bills to the 
floor that spend $23 billion above the 
President’s request, when we pass a 
budget that proposes 23 new slush funds 
to spend 190 billion more dollars in 
spending on top of those tax increases, 
this is a recipe for higher taxes. 

So, you see, Mr. Chairman, what is 
coming through here on the floor, bill 
after bill, appropriation bill after ap-
propriation bill, is more spending, 
higher spending, which leads to higher 
taxes. The fact is in just the month of 
July, this majority is proposing to 
bring two reserve funds that will alone 
promise to spend $70 billion, $20 billion 
in the farm bill and $50 billion on the 
SCHIP reauthorization. Where are they 
going to get that money from? Higher 
taxes. 

So it’s important that amendments 
like the Westmoreland amendment 
pass so that we can bring restraint to 
our spending levels. It is important 
that we don’t pass these bloated appro-
priation bills that spend two to three 
times the rate of inflation, because 
that’s two to three times the rate of 
our taxpayers’, our constituents’, abil-
ity to pay for these bills. And when we 
go on this collision course with all this 
new spending, $110 billion of more 
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spending this year alone in just discre-
tionary spending versus last year, $190 
billion in new spending proposals, in 
mandatory spending on these reserve 
funds, that puts the taxpayer on a col-
lision course with higher taxes and 
that brings true this promise of the 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory which was passed by this majority 
in their budget resolution. 

That is why we should not be passing 
these overinflated appropriation bills, 
and that is why we should be voting 
‘‘aye’’ in favor of this Westmoreland 
amendment. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the comments of the ranking member 
of the Budget Committee. What is of 
great concern here and why once again 
I want to thank the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) for these 
series of amendments to at a minimum 
look at various spending levels and try 
to at least keep to the President’s 
level, which so many of us already con-
sider to be overinflated, particularly 
when we look at the fact of how much 
more the Federal budget has grown 
over the family budget. Since I have 
been on the face of the planet, the Fed-
eral budget has outgrown the family 
budget by a factor of about five to one. 
This cannot continue. 

And so the gentleman from Georgia 
offers several amendments, all that 
would at least put us on the path to 
avoid the Presidential veto and spend 
less than what the new Democrat ma-
jority, tax-and-spend majority, wants 
to do. 

Again, I think it’s very important 
that we focus on the fact that this is 
part of a larger plan that we see un-
veiled in the budget resolution. This is 
our third appropriations bill that puts 
us on the course to spend the funds 
that will arise from this single largest 
tax increase in American history. 

Mr. Chairman, for all those who are 
watching the proceedings of the House 
today, it might be interesting to note 
for them that the last time the Demo-
crats had the majority, they enacted 
the single largest tax increase in Amer-
ican history. So they are at least con-
sistent in what they are trying to do. 
The big debate in Washington is wheth-
er you want to tax more and spend 
more or whether you want to try to 
constrain the growth of the Federal 
budget to where the family budget can 
actually afford it. 

I have heard other speakers rise and 
somehow point the finger at Repub-
licans for fiscal irresponsibility. I must 
admit on occasion that perhaps is cor-
rect, but, Mr. Chairman, since I have 
been here and since I look in the rear-
view mirror, every time the Repub-
licans have brought a budget to the 
floor, the Democrats have brought even 
a larger budget to the floor. They have 
decried the prescription drug benefit 
program of the Republicans for being 
overly expensive, but their alternative 
cost even more. And now already in 

just the first 6 months of this 110th 
Congress, we have the Democrats want-
ing to increase nondefense appropria-
tions by $23 billion of taxpayer money, 
we should never forget that it’s the 
taxpayers’ money, above what we spent 
in 2007. They already added $6 billion to 
the omnibus spending bill at the first 
of this Congress. They added $17 billion 
in nonemergency supplemental spend-
ing to the bill that would support our 
troops in harm’s way; but as we notice, 
as we read the fine print, we discovered 
it included spinach and peanuts and 
shrimp and everything else. And now 
we also understand that the Democrat 
majority has provided new spending on 
top of the old spending, $105 billion 
over 5 years. 

What the Republicans are trying to 
do is keep the tax relief that Ameri-
cans have already been provided, keep 
it alive, make it permanent. Demo-
crats say that we’re not trying to in-
crease taxes on the American people, 
although in their budget they have the 
single largest tax increase in American 
history, they just say, well, we’re just 
going to let this tax relief expire. Well, 
Mr. Chairman, if you’re a hardworking 
individual in the Fifth District of 
Texas and you make the same amount 
of money this year that you made last 
year and your tax bill goes up, now, 
that may be called in Washington, DC. 
letting tax relief expire, I can assure 
you that is a tax increase on hard-
working people in the Fifth District of 
Texas and all over America. 

That’s why when this bill comes to 
the floor, and I know there are many 
worthy programs in this bill, but we 
can never forget the worthy energy 
bills that are in the family budget and 
the worthy water bills that are in the 
family budget, and you cannot fund the 
Federal budget without taking money 
from the family budget. That’s why 
again one modest step would be to vote 
for this amendment from the gen-
tleman from Georgia, and I once again 
want to commend him for his leader-
ship on fiscal responsibility in this 
body. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do rise in opposition 
to the gentleman’s amendment and 
would note that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin in his earlier remarks used 
the term ‘‘slush fund.’’ I would note 
that a slush fund connotes a fund 
raised by a group for corrupt practices 
as bribery or graft. I’m certain that the 
gentleman didn’t mean to imply that. 

Slush fund can also mean money 
once raised by the sale of garbage from 
a warship to buy small items of luxury 
for the crew. I’m sure the gentleman 
didn’t mean that, either. 

A slush fund can also mean a fund 
used by a group of office workers for 
entertainment, but I don’t think the 
gentleman meant that. 

A slush fund could also be a fund 
raised for undesignated purposes. I 
would not be so presumptuous as to 
speak for the gentleman from Wis-

consin, but I assume that was the im-
port of his remarks, and in this case 
that would also be an incorrect asser-
tion. 

The subcommittee worked very hard 
for the first 6 months of this year to as-
sess what the investment needs are for 
the United States of America, its citi-
zens and its economic future. As I have 
mentioned earlier, and we had graphics 
to support the assertion, we have an 
aging infrastructure in the United 
States of America. Anyone who is on 
the roads, anyone who travels by air, 
anyone who travels by rail, anyone 
who travels on water understands that. 
And today we are particularly con-
cerned about the aging water infra-
structure. 

I for one, and I believe all of the 
members of the subcommittee, am very 
concerned that much of the infrastruc-
ture in place as far as operation and 
maintenance is past its designed life. 
That pertains to almost half of the 
locks and dams in this country. We 
have not dredged many of our harbors, 
whether they be for recreation, which 
is an economic purpose as well, or for 
commerce to their authorized depths, 
let alone to the depths needed to en-
sure that they can operate effectively 
and cost efficiently, and this work 
must be done. 

What we have created here is an in-
vestment fund for operation and main-
tenance, and I for one am proud that 
we have increased in that account 
more moneys to invest in the economic 
prosperity of our country, whether it 
pertain to navigation channels, locks 
and dams, or other water infrastruc-
ture. 

I would ask my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment to reduce funding for the Corps of 
Engineers operation and maintenance 
account. I confess that I don’t under-
stand this amendment beyond its su-
perficial attempt to reduce bottom-line 
spending. This country has already ex-
pended billions of dollars in our water 
resources infrastructure. Much of that 
infrastructure is quite old and needs 
major rehab. I would invite any of the 
Members around that want to go and 
look, go look at the dams and the locks 
and the rivers that we have and look at 
the aging infrastructure that is there. 

As any responsible homeowner 
knows, much of critical maintenance is 
penny-wise and pound-foolish if you 
put it off. The same maxim applies to 
our Nation’s water resources infra-
structure, though with a much larger 
role at stake. 

And if we get it wrong, much more 
than just dollars are at stake. A large 
part of the failures that caused such a 
devastating loss of life and property in 
New Orleans came from inadequately 
maintained flood control projects. We 
cannot afford to make this mistake 
again. 
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Even the President said we have got 

to increase O&M. The President dra-
matically increased O&M. What I hear 
from everybody here is, well, they’re 
always right down there. Well, they’re 
not always right down there. They 
have never put the right amounts in 
this bill to begin with when it comes to 
energy and water, especially the water 
side. 

So I oppose this amendment. Cutting 
funding for operation and maintenance 
for the Corps of Engineers is foolish 
and irresponsible at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

REGULATORY PROGRAM 
For expenses necessary for the administra-

tion of laws pertaining to the regulation of 
navigable waters and wetlands, $180,000,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION 
PROGRAM 

For expenses necessary to clean up con-
tamination from sites resulting from work 
performed as part of the Nation’s early 
atomic energy program, $130,000,000, to re-
main available until expended. 

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 
For expenses necessary to prepare for 

flood, hurricane, and other natural disasters 
and support emergency operations, repairs, 
and other activities in response to such nat-
ural disasters, as authorized by law, 
$40,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for general admin-

istration and related functions of the civil 
works program in the headquarters of the 
Corps, the offices of the Division Engineers, 
the Humphreys Engineer Center Support Ac-
tivity, the Institute for Water Resources, the 
Engineering Research and Development Cen-
ter, and the Finance Center, $171,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That no part of any other appropriation pro-
vided in this title shall be available to fund 
the civil works activities of the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers or the civil works execu-
tive direction and management activities of 
the offices of the Division Engineers. 
OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

(CIVIL WORKS) 
For expenses necessary for the Office of As-

sistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), 
as authorized by 10 U.S.C. 3016(b)(3), 
$6,000,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 
Appropriations in this title shall be avail-

able for official reception and representation 
expenses (not to exceed $5,000); and during 
the current fiscal year the Revolving Fund, 
Corps of Engineers, shall be available for 
purchase (not to exceed 100 for replacement 
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS— 

CIVIL 
SEC. 101. (a) Except as provided under sub-

section (b), none of the funds provided under 

this title shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds that— 

(1) creates or initiates a new program, 
project, or activity; 

(2) eliminates a program, project, or activ-
ity; 

(3) increases funds for any program, 
project, or activity for which funds have 
been denied or restricted by this Act; 

(4) reduces funds that are directed to be 
used for a specific program, project, or activ-
ity by this Act; or 

(5) increases or reduces funds for any pro-
gram, project, or activity by more than 
$2,000,000 or 25 percent, whichever is less; 

(b) Subsection (a)(1) shall not apply to any 
project or activity authorized under section 
205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948; section 
14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946; section 
208 of the Flood Control Act of 1954; section 
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960; sec-
tion 103 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962; 
section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 
1968; section 1135 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986; section 206 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996; 
sections 204 and 207 of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1992; or section 933 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1986. 

SEC. 102. None of the funds made available 
in this title may be used to award any con-
tinuing contract or make modifications to 
any existing continuing contract that com-
mits an amount for a project in excess of the 
amounts appropriated for that project that 
remain unobligated, except that such 
amounts may include any funds that have 
been made available through reprogramming 
to that project pursuant to section 101 of this 
Act. 

SEC. 103. (a) None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for operation and 
maritime maintenance of the hopper dredge 
McFarland. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to funds 
required for the decommissioning of the ves-
sel. 

SEC. 104. The Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is di-
rected to reduce by 35 percent the full-time 
employees at the Sacramento District Regu-
latory Division office of the Corps of Engi-
neers. 

SEC. 105. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act or any other Act may be used to 
conduct a public-private competition or di-
rect conversion under the OMB Circular A–76 
or any other administrative regulation, di-
rective, or policy for any Corps of Engineers 
program, project or activity. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 23 offered by Mr. SES-
SIONS: 

Strike section 105. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would strike section 105 of 
this legislation which as drafted would 
prevent the funds spent by this bill 
from being used to conduct public-pri-
vate competitions or to direct A–76 
conversions for any Army Corps of En-
gineers program, project, or activity. 

This underlying language would 
present an enormous setback for com-
petition in government sourcing, cost-
ing the Federal Government millions 
of dollars a year by preventing private 

sector contracting in the Army Corps 
of Engineers for everything from jani-
torial and food services to the engi-
neering and design of locks and dams 
which private sector contractors have 
done competitively for years at the 
Federal, State, and local levels. 

b 1400 

While this policy may be good for in-
creasing dues payments to public sec-
tor union bosses, it is unquestionably 
bad for taxpayers and for Federal agen-
cies because these agencies will have 
less money to spend on their core mis-
sions if the opportunity to use com-
petition and private sector efficiencies 
is taken away from them. 

In 2006, Federal agencies competed 
only 1.7 percent of their commercial 
workforce, which makes up less than 
one-half of 1 percent of the entire civil-
ian workforce. This very small use of 
competition for services is expected to 
generate savings of $1.3 billion over the 
next 5–10 years. 

Competitions completed since 2003 
are expected to produce almost $7 bil-
lion in savings for taxpayers over the 
next 5–10 years. This means that tax-
payers will receive a return of about 
$31 for every dollar spent on competi-
tion, with an annualized expected sav-
ings of more than $1 billion. 

At the Corps, in 2006 three public/pri-
vate competitions were competed, in-
volving IT support, financial services, 
and public works. 

The largest of these, dealing with IT 
support services, has a projected sav-
ings of $960 million over a 6-year pe-
riod. By introducing competition and 
leveraging the government’s size to re-
duce equipment maintenance and re-
placement, the government will now be 
able to save almost $1 billion, but with-
out my amendment, similar future ef-
forts will be impossible. 

Mr. Chairman, in this time of 
stretched budgets and bloated Federal 
spending, Congress should be looking 
to use all of the tools it can to find tax-
payer savings and to reduce the cost of 
services that very easily can be found 
in the Yellow Pages. 

I insert into the RECORD at this point 
a letter of support for this amendment 
from the American Society of Civil En-
gineers and a letter of support for the 
amendment from the Council on Fed-
eral Procurement of Architectural and 
Engineering Services. 

AMERICAN SOCIETY 
OF CIVIL ENGINEERS, 

Washington, DC, June 19, 2007. 
Hon. PETE SESSIONS, 
Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SESSIONS: The Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) is 
writing to support your amendment to H.R. 
2641 that would strike language prohibiting 
the U.S. Army Corps of engineers from con-
ducting any public-private competition or 
direct conversion under OMB Circular A–76. 

ASCE believes that section 105 of the bill 
as reported effectively would stop the 
USACE from employing engineers in the pri-
vate sector. Such a provision is contrary to 
sound public policy. We think federal, state, 
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and local government agencies responsible 
for major civil engineering works must 
maintain professional engineering expertise 
within their organizations by employing 
civil engineers and providing for their pro-
fessional development. Nevertheless, public 
sector engineering projects that can be ac-
complished more efficiently by private engi-
neering firms should be contracted out with 
proper oversight by the public agency. The 
ratio of in-house engineering to contracted 
engineering services should be based upon an 
assessment of the agency’s continuing 
project and policy requirements rather than 
on rigid rules or percentages fixed by legisla-
tion or regulation. We urge all Members to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Sessions amendment to 
strike section 105 from H.R. 2641. 

If ASCE can be of further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact me or Mi-
chael Charles. 

Sincerely yours, 
BRIAN PALLASCH, 

Director of Government Relations. 

RESTON, VA, 
June 19, 2007. 

Hon. PETE SESSIONS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SESSIONS: The 
Council on Federal Procurement of Architec-
tural and Engineering Services (COFPAES) 
is a coalition of the nation’s design profes-
sionals. Our combined membership of over 
1000,000 individual practitioners from the pri-
vate sector and public service are part of our 
member organizations—American Congress 
on Surveying and Mapping, American Insti-
tute of Architects, American Society of Civil 
Engineers, Management Association for Pri-
vate Photogrammetric Surveyors (MAPPS), 
and National Society of Professional Engi-
neers. 

COFPAES strongly supports your amend-
ment to H.R. 2641 the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Act for fiscal year 2008. We op-
pose the language currently in the bill that 
would effectively prohibit the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers from contracting with 
the private sector. 

COFPAES has long advocated a balance be-
tween the in-house capabilities of the Corps 
of Engineers and contracting with firms in 
the private sector. We believe the language 
in H.R. 2641 would prohibit achieving such a 
balance. We believe there is the need for a 
core, in-house capability in the Corps, and 
utilization of the professional expertise in 
the private AlE community. 

Current law, 33 U.S.C. 622 and 33 U.S.C. 624, 
already protect both the taxpayer and Corps 
employees. Further restrictions on use of the 
private sector are not necessary, and indeed, 
would inhibit the ability of the Corps to uti-
lize private sector capabilities that the 
Corps needs. 

We urge the House to approve your amend-
ment and we thank you for your leadership 
on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. PALATIELLO, 
COFPAES Administrator. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this commonsense 
taxpayer-first amendment and to op-
pose the underlying provisions to ben-
efit public sector union bosses by keep-
ing cost-saving competition in the 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek time in opposition to the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas? 

Does a Member seek time regarding 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

First I’m heartened that nobody has 
risen to oppose the amendment. I’ve 
heard many of our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle in a different 
context criticize the administration for 
not always having what they consid-
ered to be a sufficient competitive bid-
ding process on contracts, and so I’m a 
little curious how this language ended 
up in the bill in the first place. But 
why wouldn’t we want more competi-
tion? 

Again, after our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle helped put in 
place the single largest tax increase in 
American history, and then start to 
spend that money in our third appro-
priations bill that will again grow gov-
ernment way beyond the rate of infla-
tion, we had better look for savings ev-
eryplace we can find it. 

How can you criticize the adminis-
tration for no-bid contracts, and then 
here’s an opportunity here for competi-
tive bidding, to somehow turn it down? 
So I don’t know why this language is in 
the bill in the first place, but I want to 
congratulate and commend the gen-
tleman from Texas for his amendment. 

It has, I think, the potential to save 
the poor, beleaguered taxpayer mil-
lions, if not billions, of dollars. Is there 
anything not more ingrained in the 
American character than competition? 
We ought to try to make these con-
tracts as competitive as possible. 

Again, we have to put this whole 
piece of legislation in context. It’s the 
third appropriations bill arising from a 
budget resolution that calls for the sin-
gle largest tax increase in American 
history, approximately $3,000 of in-
creased taxes for hardworking Amer-
ican families as they try to meet their 
education needs, as they try to meet 
their health care needs, as they try to 
meet their housing needs. 

So I know there’s a number of good 
programs that are contained within 
this legislation. In many respects, 
we’re not having a debate today about 
how much money we’re going to spend. 
We are debating who’s going to do the 
spending, and there are many of us on 
the floor today who want to make sure 
that American families get to do more 
of that spending. 

We continue to kick this can down 
the road. It’s simply unfair to place 
such a tax burden on the American 
people. The average American family 
already pays $22,000 a year combined in 
Federal taxes, and now as the Demo-
crat majority is promising to impose 
an additional $3,000 a year in taxes, and 
then, even worse, because their budget 
resolution from which this appropria-
tion bill follows is silent on the issue of 
what to do with out-of-control entitle-
ment spending, which is putting our 
sons and daughters, our grandchildren, 
on automatic pilot to have their taxes 
doubled so they will never be able to 
afford their own homes, send their kids 
to college, start their own business. As 
the Comptroller General said, and I 

paraphrase, we are on the verge of 
being the first generation in American 
history to leave the next generation 
with a lower standard of living. 

Now, I wish there was a lot more that 
we could do today within this piece of 
legislation, but at least by adopting 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas, we will take a few small steps in 
doing what every other American con-
siders to be common sense, and that is 
to ensure a maximum of competitive 
bidding, we would take at least a few 
small steps towards trying to save the 
American people from this increased 
tax burden that, again, subtracts from 
their dreams of their first home, their 
dreams of launching a small business. 

This is all part, again, of a budget 
that imposes the single largest tax in-
crease on the American people in his-
tory. After trying to spend an addi-
tional $23 billion over the level spent 
last year, $6 billion that was added to 
the omnibus, $17 billion added to the 
war supplemental in nonemergency 
spending, the Democrat majority now 
is going to allow unlimited emergency 
spending, giving Members practically 
the ability to rubber-stamp anything 
with ‘‘emergency.’’ And not only does 
their budget not do anything to reform 
entitlement spending, it creates re-
serve funds that promises more entitle-
ment spending, Mr. Chairman, to make 
the problem even worse. 

So we should all adopt the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas. I 
applaud his leadership. It’s a small 
step, a commonsense step to try to 
save the family budget from the Fed-
eral budget. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment because I believe the 
actions we have taken in the sub-
committee will save the American tax-
payers’ money. 

I would first note that all A–76 stud-
ies performed by the Corps of Engi-
neers have been won by Corps employ-
ees. So the first question is: Why do it? 

The Corps is working under also an 
arbitrary numerical quota to review 
certain numbers of jobs in certain time 
periods without research and analysis. 
It would suggest that this is an arbi-
trary requirement put into place by 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
and there is a doubt, at least in this 
Member’s mind, that it has been sub-
jected to analysis at OMB. 

I also believe that historically there 
has been opposition in this body to pri-
vatization. That has been bipartisan. I 
would point out that from a monetary 
standpoint, that the cost of these stud-
ies often exceeds the benefits; and of 
those functions that are easily con-
tracted out, the remainder are difficult 
to separate into contractible and gov-
ernmental function groups. 

The fact is that the committee rec-
ommendation allows the Corps to con-
tinue with high-performing organiza-
tion studies which follow the same 
study process, with similar results, 
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without incurring the additional time 
and costs associated with contracting 
competitions. 

So what we would want to do is to 
use those high-performing organization 
studies, apply less cost to the tax-
payers and to move this process along. 
I am opposed to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

I was compelled to come and talk 
just a little bit about this amendment, 
which I commend my friend from Texas 
for offering, because I’ve been surprised 
at the rapidity with which the new ma-
jority has regained their old stripes 
that they lost 12-plus years ago. 

We were sitting in committee the 
other day and marking or finishing the 
prospects of a bill that we’re passing 
out of the Education Committee, and it 
turns out that there was more esti-
mated revenue that came into the Fed-
eral Government and was eligible for 
appropriation by the committee. And 
so the majority party, within very 
short order, stated that they had found 
hundreds of millions of new dollars and 
they were offering an amendment to 
recognize that, in fact, they had found 
hundreds of millions of new dollars; 
and then, within seconds, appropriated 
or authorized the spending of the hun-
dreds of millions of new dollars. 

So I was somewhat bemused by that 
and made the comment at the time 
that I was pleased that they had found 
the hundreds of millions of new dollars; 
I was somewhat surprised that they 
had spent it so rapidly. 

And so I would draw your attention, 
Mr. Chairman, to the fact that an 
issue, a process by which the Federal 
Government has been utilizing to save 
hundreds of millions of dollars and, 
yes, billions of dollars, as stated by the 
gentleman from Texas, that of pro-
viding for competitive bidding, is an 
appropriate process. It’s an appropriate 
process for our Federal Government to 
use. It’s a responsible process so that 
we may spend hard-earned taxpayer 
dollars wisely. And so I’m distressed 
that this bill would include a section 
that would preclude competitive bid-
ding. 

As everyone knows and understands 
kind of inherently, there are many, 
many things that the private sector 
can do much more reasonably and re-
sponsibly and efficiently and without 
significant expenditure of resources 
than can the public sector. And so it 
just makes no sense to me, and cer-
tainly no sense to my constituents 
back in the Sixth District of Georgia, 
that we would adopt a new measure 
that would provide that we ought not 
have competitive bidding. 

But I think it points out a significant 
distinction, a difference between the 
two parties. The minority party be-
lieves that it’s appropriate to have 
competitive bidding, that it’s appro-
priate to utilize the full robust nature 
of the private sector whenever possible, 
in some instances it’s not possible, but 

whenever possible in order to save 
hard-earned taxpayer money. 

The majority party apparently be-
lieves, given that this is included in 
the bill, that that’s not an appropriate 
concern of the Federal Government, 
that we ought not be looking for all ef-
ficiencies possible, and I think that’s 
an appropriate distinction to draw. 

I think it’s a conclusion that, obvi-
ously, Mr. Chairman, the American 
people will draw given this provision in 
the bill. It’s a distinction that I would 
suggest the American people weren’t 
aware of when they went to the polls 
last November. It’s a distinction I do 
believe, however, they will be paying 
attention to as future elections arise. 

But I just want to commend my 
friend from Texas for this remarkably 
commonsense amendment, for appro-
priately reviewing the legislation and 
identifying those areas where, in fact, 
savings could occur; and part of our re-
sponsibility certainly is providing 
money for the necessary activities of 
the Federal Government, but it’s also 
part of our responsibility to be as pru-
dent as we can with hard-earned tax-
payer money. 

I also want to commend my other 
friend from Texas, who was here just 
before me, talking about the impor-
tance of providing the distinction in 
the majority party already passing a 
budget that has the largest tax in-
crease in the history of our Nation. 
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That, again, is evidence of their re-
turn to the previous stripes that they 
had 12-plus years ago. 

I am pleased to join my colleague 
from Texas in this commonsense, wise, 
fiscally prudent, and fiscally respon-
sible amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I come to the floor to 
speak in favor of this very important 
amendment. 

Serving on the Budget Committee, as 
I have the honor and privilege of doing, 
I see the relevance of addressing such 
an amendment as this, that goes to the 
very heart of the principles that Re-
publicans bring to the handling of the 
budget. 

As the previous gentleman just ended 
his remarks, I will begin mine. What 
we have seen in the last several weeks 
with regard to the legislation that is 
coming down, what I have seen as a 
member of the Budget Committee, 
gives us, this House, the largest tax in-
crease in U.S. history, a breaking of 
the promises under rules that have 
been made during the past campaign, 
the establishment, which we were able 
to defeat this past week, of the cre-
ation of slush funds to hide some of 
those dollars going forward. 

Why is all of that relevant to the 
amendment that is here before us? 
From a very practical purpose, when a 

family or a small business sets about 
to handle its daily budget, how do they 
do so? They do so from a logical per-
spective in deciding what is in the best 
interest of that family as far as the 
purchases they make, or when a busi-
ness sets out to create its budget for 
the year ahead and the purchases that 
it will be required to make. 

How does it do so? It does so on a log-
ical, regional basis. It looks out at all 
the purviews and the parameters of the 
opportunities before them, and then de-
cides what is best for their family or 
for their business. 

You can say a family does a competi-
tive bidding process, although the aver-
age family probably doesn’t think of it 
that way. When they do their shopping 
from grocery store to grocery store, or 
from Wal-Mart to Target or to Kmart 
or wherever else, they are, in fact, en-
gaging in a competitive business proc-
ess, business nature, if you will. 

When a business does it, a small busi-
ness, which is the backbone of the 
American economy, they engage in a 
competitive business bidding process as 
well. They know what they need in 
order for their business to survive in 
this year and this quarter and the 
years ahead. They know what the pa-
rameters are and the order that they 
must meet. They will go out and about 
and engage in a competition, if you 
will, between the options that are out 
there before them and decide which one 
works best for them, which is at the 
best price, which is the most economi-
cal and which is the most efficient. 

If the family budget can make these 
decisions, if the small businesses of 
this country can make those decisions, 
then I think it’s incumbent upon us 
here in this House, this House of the 
people, to make, likewise, those deci-
sions in the same manner as well. As 
the gentleman from Texas often says, 
the focus should be on the family budg-
et and not on the Federal budget. 

Likewise, when it comes to the way 
we handle the taxpayers’ dollars, the 
focus should be on the same way the 
family and the small business handle 
their budget and their procurement, in-
stead of the role and the methods we 
have done in the past. 

That’s why I come to the floor this 
afternoon in support of the other gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), his 
amendment today. Because that’s sim-
ply what this amendment will do, will 
strike section 105 from the bill and 
that is the section which prohibits 
funds from being used under OMB’s cir-
cular 876, which is basically the 
outsourcing proposed process: ‘‘to proc-
ess or approve a competition with re-
gard to the Army Corps of Engineers.’’ 

By striking this provision, OMB 
would be allowed to use a competitive 
process in conducting private-public 
competition to determine who, the gov-
ernment agency or a private business, 
performs certain activities. Just think 
for a moment, if we were to engage in 
such activities, how much further the 
hard-earned tax dollar of the American 
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public could go in this House, in this 
American economy that we have. Just 
think how many more of these nec-
essary programs that we are called 
upon to support could be engaged in 
and provided. 

Now, I come from the great State of 
New Jersey, a State that oftentimes 
has to look to the core and to the Fed-
eral Government for various programs 
to provide for the health and safety of 
the citizens of not only my district but 
my State as well. 

Think for a moment how much fur-
ther we would be able to go in pro-
viding these services to the State in 
my district and my county, and 
through the State of New Jersey as 
well. Think of how much further we 
could go if we could be able to provide 
these services in a more economical 
and efficient basis. 

The amendment before us does that. 
It will allow for the operation of the 
Federal Government to engage itself 
the same way as a small business does, 
the same way as a family budget does. 

Closing then, bringing this all back 
to my opening comments with regard 
to what we have seen at the beginning 
of the process with the Democrat budg-
et and what we have seen in the past 
several weeks with regard to the larg-
est tax increase for the American fam-
ily in U.S. history, what this amend-
ment will do is drive down the pressure 
on this government to raise taxes on 
the backs of American families. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was not going to 
speak on this amendment. I was some-
what encouraged by the silence on the 
other side of the aisle when it origi-
nally came out. 

But then when the majority party in-
dicated that they are going to oppose 
this amendment, I have to stand up 
and say just, at least, one thing. We 
are going to have some amendment de-
bates later today about how much 
money to spend on various programs 
and how much to spend on various 
things and how much to spend overall 
on this bill, whether we should be 
spending more of the taxpayers’ money 
on things or less of the taxpayers’ 
money on things. 

We are going to have that debate 
today and tomorrow and the next day, 
and there are certainly disagreements 
between the majority side and the mi-
nority side on those issues as to wheth-
er we should tax people more and spend 
their money or tax people less and let 
them spend their own money. 

But, interestingly, this amendment 
isn’t about that. This amendment 
doesn’t change the funding in the bill. 
It simply says we ought to have a 
mechanism to make the money that’s 
there go farther. 

I really don’t understand why my 
Democratic colleagues would have 
some ideological objection to that. If 
we are going to spend a certain amount 
of money on a program, regardless of 

what that program does, couldn’t we 
all agree that we would like it to do as 
much as it can with that amount of 
money? 

Certainly, if we allow private con-
tractors, or contractors, the oppor-
tunity to say, hey, we can do this thing 
for less money, and we can do the same 
thing, and the agency determines that 
it’s the same thing for less money, 
wouldn’t we want them to do that? 

This, actually, is not about spending 
less money. We will get to that later. 
But this is about having the money we 
spend go farther. 

I mean, it’s just like for people, Mr. 
Chairman, that are watching at home, 
imagining that, well, I am going to go 
out and, you know, get dry cleaning 
today, but I don’t care how much it 
costs, and I don’t care if the place next 
door does it cheaper, and they are 
every bit as good or better. I don’t 
care, I am going to use the more expen-
sive place because we are not going to 
make competition. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Would the gen-
tleman yield? I have an inquiry of the 
Chair. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. POM-
EROY). Does the gentleman from Cali-
fornia yield to the gentleman? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. I will 
yield. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Is it correct to ref-
erence people watching House pro-
ceedings on television, or are we not 
supposed to do that? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I believe that I clearly said, 
‘‘Mr. Chairman, people who see this 
may wonder.’’ 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will address his remarks to the 
Chair. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. I did, I 
believe. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, whether it’s you, or 
anyone in this room or whoever, we 
have money that we spend on things, 
and we like to shop to see if we are get-
ting the best price, getting the same 
product or as good a product or a bet-
ter product for the best price. That’s 
what this amendment says, is that 
we’re going to allow people to shop or 
get the better product for the best 
price. 

Mr. Chairman, it is beyond me why 
the majority party would object to 
something so sensible, so reasonable in 
being a steward of the taxpayers’ dol-
lars. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

The Committee will rise informally. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 

SERRANO) assumed the chair. 
f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT 
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT 
For carrying out activities authorized by 

the Central Utah Project Completion Act (ti-
tles II through VI of Public Law 102–575), 
$41,380,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $976,000 shall be deposited 
into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and 
Conservation Account for use by the Utah 
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation 
Commission. 

In addition, for necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out related responsibil-
ities of the Secretary of the Interior, 
$1,620,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
The following appropriations shall be ex-

pended to execute authorized functions of 
the Bureau of Reclamation: 

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For management, development, and res-
toration of water and related natural re-
sources and for related activities, including 
the operation, maintenance, and rehabilita-
tion of reclamation and other facilities, par-
ticipation in fulfilling related Federal re-
sponsibilities to Native Americans, and re-
lated grants to, and cooperative and other 
agreements with, State and local govern-
ments, federally recognized Indian tribes, 
and others, $871,197,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which $57,615,000 shall be 
available for transfer to the Upper Colorado 
River Basin Fund and $26,825,000 shall be 
available for transfer to the Lower Colorado 
River Basin Development Fund; of which 
such amounts as may be necessary may be 
advanced to the Colorado River Dam Fund; 
of which not more than $500,000 is for high 
priority projects which shall be carried out 
by the Youth Conservation Corps, as author-
ized by section 106 of Public Law 91–378 (16 
U.S.C. 1706): Provided, That such transfers 
may be increased or decreased within the 
overall appropriation under this heading: 
Provided further, That of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities 
that can be financed by the Reclamation 
Fund or the Bureau of Reclamation special 
fee account established by section 4(i) of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–6a(i)) shall be derived 
from that Fund or account: Provided further, 
That funds contributed under the Act of 
March 4, 1921 (43 U.S.C. 395) are available 
until expended for the purposes for which 
contributed: Provided further, That funds ad-
vanced under the Act of January 12, 1927 (43 
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U.S.C. 397a) shall be credited to this account 
and are available until expended for the 
same purposes as the sums appropriated 
under this heading. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. 
HENSARLING 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 22 offered by Mr. 
HENSARLING: 

Page 11, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $55,000,000)’’. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, 
again, this amendment, as some pre-
vious amendments have, attempts to 
make a very, very modest step towards 
saving the family budget from the sin-
gle largest tax increase in American 
history. 

Specifically, over the requested level 
or the level in the bill, this would re-
duce funding for Interior’s Water and 
Related Resources account to the 
President’s request from roughly $871 
million to $816 million, representing a 
$55 million savings to the American 
taxpayer. This account has been a tra-
ditionally earmarked account for cer-
tain water restoration activities in 17 
Western States. 

The bill’s current funding level rep-
resents a 6.7 percent increase over the 
President’s request. Again, I am sure 
this account funds many worthy 
projects. 

But we need, I believe, a number of 
us believe we need a road map to try to 
bring fiscal sanity to the House in an 
appropriations bill that is already in-
creasing spending twice the rate of in-
flation. So now we are having a debate 
over $816 million, as proposed by the 
administration, which I am sure many 
in this body might think is an overly 
large number when we recognize that 
money is coming from hardworking 
American taxpayers, but a difference of 
$816 million versus $871 million. 

Again, as the majority in their budg-
et resolution enacts the single largest 
tax increase in American history, they 
are asking American families to some-
how do more with less. Don’t we be-
lieve that the Federal Government 
ought to try to do more with less, and, 
in this case, we still have an increase, 
6.7 percent increase over the Presi-
dent’s request. 

As I have taken to the floor on other 
occasions during this debate, we should 
never, ever forget that although some-
thing good can be done with the tax-
payers’ dollars in this account, I have 
no doubt, we have to remember the 
hardworking American families back 
home and how the single largest tax in-
crease in history, which is funding this 
third appropriation bill, still twice the 
rate of inflation, we have to remember, 
we have to remember how this bill im-
pacts them. 

I sent out a letter to my constituents 
asking them how this tax increase of 
the Democrat majority would impact 
them. 

b 1430 
I heard from Bruce in Garland. Gar-

land’s a city in my district. He said, 
‘‘In my particular case, an additional 
$2,200 in taxes would cut into the fi-
nances I used to pay for my son’s col-
lege education. A control and reduction 
of spending is what is needed.’’ 

Again, Mr. Chairman, what we real-
ize is as we plus-up some Federal ac-
count, we are downsizing some family 
account. In this case, we’re affecting a 
family’s education account. 

I heard from Joy in the city of Dal-
las. I represent the eastern part of the 
city of Dallas. She writes, ‘‘I could not 
pay for a semester of college for my 
daughter if I had to send more money 
to the government.’’ 

So as this account’s getting plussed 
up by twice the rate of inflation, here 
are two individual families, just two 
out of millions across America, who 
are having their education accounts 
gutted by the plus-up in this particular 
bill. 

I heard from Linda, also from the 
city of Garland. ‘‘If we had to pay an 
additional $2,200 each year, it would 
make us have to decide between food or 
medicine.’’ 

I’ve got a whole host of these letters, 
Mr. Chairman, to remind every Mem-
ber in this body that as we talk about 
all the noble purposes we have for the 
American taxpayers’ money, they too 
have noble purposes. They have health 
care programs in their family, they 
have education programs in their fam-
ily, they have energy bills and pro-
grams in their family, paying their 
heating bills, their cooling bills, filling 
up their automobile. So certainly we 
could take one modest step in saving 
the taxpayer $55 million and plus-up 
the water and related resources ac-
count, a traditionally earmarked ac-
count. And we had a very vigorous de-
bate over earmarks here recently, their 
transparency, their accountability. 

But surely we could agree to hold to 
the President’s level and try to save 
the family budget from the onslaught 
of the Federal budget. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment. Mr. Chairman, the 
water and related resources account 
funds Reclamation’s core missions of 
delivering water to citizens of this 
country, to those who till the soil in 
our country, and for generating hydro-
power. 

Given the growing need for water 
supplies in the 17 Western States of 
this country, I certainly believe it is 
critical that the Nation invest now in 
water reclamation and reuse projects 
for the future. 

This account also provides very im-
portant funds for rural water supply 
projects for tribal and rural commu-
nities, contributing to meeting the 
United States’ trust responsibilities to 
Indian reservations through the deliv-
ery of safe drinking water. 

I share the gentleman’s concern 
about health programs in the United 

States, and I can’t think of anything 
more important than ensuring that 
people in 17 different States of this 
country have clean water to drink. And 
how shortsighted it would be to cut 
programs that provide clean drinking 
water for human health, so that we can 
spend untold sums of money on their 
health care after they get sick. If you 
want to talk about something that is 
penny-wise and pound-foolish, we have 
found it this afternoon. 

This is a health amendment. If we 
take these moneys away, we will do a 
disservice to the health of the people 
who live in these regions. As with the 
Corps of Engineers, Reclamation’s in-
frastructure is aging, and it has in-
creasing requirements for proper and 
adequate maintenance of its infrastruc-
ture. 

But 17 States cover a large area and 
swath of the continent. But I’m just 
wondering which citizens in which 
communities are we going to tell we 
just can’t help you this year because 
we might have accepted the gentle-
man’s amendment. Are we going to tell 
people in Wichita, Kansas, the Wichita 
Cheney program that maybe they’re 
not going to get all of their money? 

Are we going to tell people at 
Lakehead, Nevada that well, we had to 
make a cut of $55 million, and you’re 
just not going to have the resources 
you need? 

Or people in Oregon for the Crooked 
River project, are we going to tell them 
well, there’s just not enough money 
now? 

Are we going to, in the State of Colo-
rado, tell people in Pine River that we 
had to make a cut? 

In Texas, are we going to tell people 
for the Canadian River project that 
there just wasn’t enough money to go 
around, or at Moon Lake in the State 
of Utah that we’re sorry, Congress 
dropped the ball? Or for the Colombia 
River Basin project, that somehow 
there was a shortfall in us meeting our 
responsibilities? 

The gentleman’s correct. This is a 
health amendment. This is clean drink-
ing water for people who live in 17 
States in the United States of America 
provided through infrastructure that is 
aging. We have a responsibility to in-
vest in that, and that is why I’m 
strongly opposed to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
gentleman from Texas for this amend-
ment. And let me begin where the gen-
tleman from the other side of the aisle 
concluded when he asked the question? 
What if there is not enough money to 
go around? 

That is a question that we ask here 
in Congress in the House all the time. 
What if there’s not enough money for 
my pet project to go around? 

What if there’s not enough money for 
this earmark to go around? 

What if there’s not enough money for 
this brand-new program to go around? 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:20 Jul 28, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~3\2007NE~2\H19JN7.REC H19JN7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

70
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6697 June 19, 2007 
But let me suggest to you that 

there’s another variation of that ques-
tion that we would be mindful of, and 
that is the families back at home that 
we represent. When the mom and dad 
sits at their dining room table at the 
end of each week with their checkbook 
out, paying their bills, be it for the 
electric bill, some other utility or 
heating bill, their rent or their mort-
gage, their food bill, their health or 
education bill for their children, or any 
other vital bill that that family has, 
and the husband looks over to the wife, 
and they realize that they have all 
these stacks of bills in front of them, 
and they have more bills than they 
have money in their checking account, 
and the wife asks the husband, what 
now, because there’s not enough money 
to go around, what does that family 
do? 

Who does that family turn to when 
there’s not enough money to go 
around? 

I can tell you where this Congress 
turns to when we say there’s not 
enough money to go around. When we 
say there’s not enough money to go 
around, what this House has done, or at 
least in the new budget that was pre-
sented in the Budget Committee which 
I serve on, by the other side of the 
aisle, what the Democrats propose to 
do is to simply raise taxes. And as we 
have seen in the proposed budget from 
the other side of the aisle, it is now the 
largest tax increase in U.S. history, on 
the backs of America’s families, on the 
backs of that very same husband and 
wife who is sitting there saying to 
themselves, there’s not enough money 
to go around to pay our bills, to pay 
our mortgage, to pay our health care 
bills, to send our kids to go to school. 

They can’t raise taxes on anybody 
else. They can’t go out to their neigh-
bors and say, we can’t afford food this 
week, we can’t afford our rent this 
week. We can’t afford to send our kids 
to the colleges we want to, so we’re 
going to raise taxes on you. They can’t 
do that. But somehow or other, Mem-
bers of Congress think when they get 
elected around here, that we can do 
that by raising taxes, the largest tax 
increase in U.S. history, that somehow 
or other that we’re entrusted to do 
such things and create slush funds and 
the like. 

Well, I stand before you and say that 
no, that the American public has sent 
a message to us, to both sides of the 
aisle, to Republicans and Democrats 
alike. Yes, the Democrats are now in 
charge, Mr. Chairman, of this House. 
And they are so because the American 
public spoke this last November, quite 
candidly, because perhaps the Repub-
licans weren’t listening well enough 
during that period of time. 

But I can tell you this, and those who 
listen to us on this floor today, the Re-
publicans are listening very well right 
now, and the Democrats are not listen-
ing very well. The voters sent us a mes-
sage in November and said enough is 
enough. We have to be concerned about 

the family budget sometimes instead of 
the Federal budget. We have to put the 
focus on the moms and dads out there 
being able to pay their bills for their 
kids’ health care and the like, instead 
of always worrying about ever-increas-
ing budgets on the Federal level. 

Now the proposal that is before us to 
look at would simply look to save a few 
million dollars out of a several trillion 
dollar budget, something that most 
Americans, myself included, can’t real-
ly get our arms around when you think 
about how large this budget is. In a 
way, it’s just a drop in the bucket when 
it comes to the budgets back here. But 
to the budget of the family at home, 
that’s still a lot of money. 

The proposal that the good gen-
tleman from Texas proposes here right 
now would simply try to rein in spend-
ing in such the smallest of ways, but it 
would be a good step in the right direc-
tion. It would be saying to the voters 
from last November, we heard you; we 
have to put the focus on the family 
budget, we’re going to try to live with-
in our means. 

And even when we are dealing with 
important issues, such as the gen-
tleman from the other side of the aisle 
raised, whether it’s water resources or 
the like, we’re going to fund those pro-
grams. We’re going to take care of 
those programs, but we’re going to do 
it in an efficient and a manageable 
manner, and we’re going to do so in a 
way that is not a burden on the Amer-
ican family budget any longer because 
we have heard you, and we realize that 
there will never be enough dollars for 
every single program that every single 
Member of Congress and the Senate 
come up with. But we are going to 
prioritize them, put them in order of 
importance, put them in an order that 
are most significant to the American 
family, fund those programs to the lev-
els that are necessary. And the rest, we 
are going to do just as every family in 
America has to do, set limits on what 
we are going to spend on, set limits on 
how much we are going to spend, and 
live within our means. 

So to the good gentleman, Mr. 
HENSARLING from Texas, I commend 
you for your work in trying to have 
this House live within its means. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I’d like to yield to our 
distinguished chairman. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman from New York yielding, 
and would simply reference the last 
speaker’s assertion about pet projects 
and referencing those to the projects 
that I enumerated in my remarks. 

The fact is, I was enumerating 
projects on page 42 of the committee 
report, and 43 on the committee report, 
and page 44 on the committee report, 
and page 45 on the committee report 
that were submitted by the President 
of the United States. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I find the most recent 
comment of our good friend on the 

other side rather amusing, as the 
President is charged with executing 
the policies that this Congress puts in 
place; and heaven forbid, that he or 
whoever might occupy that office, 
might have certain priorities that they 
would want to bring about to, in fact, 
execute the policies that have been 
passed by this Congress. 

But be that as it may, I want to com-
mend my good friend from Texas for 
bringing this amendment forward. I 
think that the amendment itself high-
lights truly the fallacy of the process 
that we’re under. And that is, as my 
good friend from New Jersey just men-
tioned, that we fail in this Congress, at 
least the majority party fails in this 
Congress to prioritize spending in a 
way that passes a test that I believe 
the American people would be proud of 
or be pleased with. 

The point isn’t, as my good friend 
from Indiana has stated, the specifics 
of the project that he identified. That 
is not the point of the debate that we 
would rise to engage in. The point is 
that when is enough enough? When is it 
that we, as a Federal Government, 
take hard-earned tax money out of the 
pocketbooks and the back pockets of 
Americans and say, okay, that’s all we 
need. 

Clearly, this new majority has said 
that we can’t get enough. We can’t get 
enough. And consequently, they have 
adopted, in this past 6 months, a budg-
et that includes the largest tax in-
crease in the history of our Nation, the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
America. 

And I have friends at home who say, 
well, that wouldn’t be so bad if, in fact, 
they were solving real problems. But, 
Mr. Chairman, as you well know, the 
challenge of the Federal spending, the 
challenge of the budgetary process is 
the automatic programs, the entitle-
ment programs, the mandatory pro-
grams, Social Security, Medicare and 
Medicaid, which comprise 54, 55 percent 
of our Federal budget. 

And the budget that this new major-
ity passed that included the largest tax 
increase in the history of our Nation 
did nothing, said nothing about how to 
reform those programs; how to make 
certain that Social Security, which is a 
program that is challenged to be chari-
table, challenged from a process stand-
point, to be able to provide a safety net 
for those young citizens across our Na-
tion who are in their 20s and 30s. 

b 1445 

It is a program that will not have 
those kinds of resources without struc-
tural change, and so the majority 
party passes a budget with the largest 
tax increase in the history of our Na-
tion and says nothing, it is mute, as it 
relates to Social Security reform. Mr. 
Chairman, I don’t think that is what 
the American people sent us to Wash-
ington to do. I think they sent us to 
Washington to solve real problems. 

As a physician prior to coming to 
Congress, one of the huge challenges 
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that we face is the provision of health 
care and health insurance for our citi-
zens. And, consequently, the other two 
limbs of the budgetary challenge that 
we have, Medicare and Medicaid, huge 
problems, huge challenges from a fi-
nancial standpoint. They require struc-
tural change. However, this majority 
passed in their budget, again the larg-
est tax increase in the history of our 
Nation, nearly $400 billion, and said 
nothing, nothing about structural re-
form to those programs that are imper-
ative for the healthiness of our Nation. 

So when we talk about our concern 
regarding spending, it is not nec-
essarily the specifics of a given para-
graph within a spending bill. The spe-
cifics are the overall amount of money 
that we are spending as a Federal Gov-
ernment and the fact that we are ig-
noring, this Congress is ignoring, the 
true financial challenges that face us 
as a Nation. 

So I rise to commend my friend from 
Texas for offering an amendment that I 
think brings focus to where the debate 
ought to be, and that is to challenge 
each and every Member of this body 
and each and every Member of the Sen-
ate to make certain that before we end 
our time here this fiscal year, to make 
certain that the budget for fiscal year 
2008 is as responsible as it can be, that 
we address appropriately those huge fi-
nancial challenges that we have as a 
Nation and be much more responsible 
with taxpayer money and make certain 
that we allow Americans to keep their 
hard-earned taxpayer money in their 
back pocket and in their pocketbooks. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HENSARLING). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND 
For carrying out the programs, projects, 

plans, and habitat restoration, improvement, 
and acquisition provisions of the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act (title 
XXXIV of Public Law 102–575), $59,122,000, to 
be derived from such sums as may be col-
lected in the Central Valley Project Restora-
tion Fund pursuant to sections 3404(c)(3), 
3405(f), and 3407(d) of the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act (Public Law 102– 
575), to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That the Bureau of Reclamation is di-
rected to assess and collect the full amount 
of the additional mitigation and restoration 
payments authorized by section 3407(d) of the 
Central Valley Project Improvement Act: 
Provided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this heading may be used for 
the acquisition or leasing of water for in- 
stream purposes if the water is already com-
mitted to in-stream purposes by a court 
adopted decree or order. 

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For carrying out activities authorized by 
the Water Supply, Reliability, and Environ-
mental Improvement Act (Public Law 108– 
361), consistent with plans to be approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior, $40,750,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
such amounts as may be necessary to carry 
out such activities may be transferred to ap-
propriate accounts of other participating 
Federal agencies to carry out authorized 
purposes: Provided, That funds appropriated 
herein may be used for the Federal share of 
the costs of CALFED Program management: 
Provided further, That the use of any funds 
provided to the California Bay-Delta Author-
ity for program-wide management and over-
sight activities shall be subject to the ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Interior: Pro-
vided further, That CALFED implementation 
shall be carried out in a balanced manner 
with clear performance measures dem-
onstrating concurrent progress in achieving 
the goals and objectives of the Program: Pro-
vided further, That $5,000,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the Army Corps of Engineers to 
carry out further study and implementation 
of projects that contribute to the stability of 
the levee projects authorized under section 
103(f)(3) of the Water Supply, Reliability, En-
vironmental Improvement Act (Public Law 
108–361). 

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of policy, adminis-
tration, and related functions in the office of 
the Commissioner, the Denver office, and of-
fices in the five regions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, to remain available until ex-
pended, $58,811,000, to be derived from the 
Reclamation Fund and be nonreimbursable 
as provided in 43 U.S.C. 377: Provided, That no 
part of any other appropriation in this Act 
shall be available for activities or functions 
budgeted as policy and administration ex-
penses: Provided further, That, of the funds 
provided under this heading, $10,000,000 shall 
be transferred to ‘‘Water and Related Re-
sources’’ upon the expiration of the 60-day 
period following the date of enactment of 
this Act if, during such period, the Secretary 
of the Interior has not submitted to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate the Bu-
reau of Reclamation’s five-year budget plan. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN 
Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LAMBORN: 
Page 14, line 18, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $1,236,000)’’. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, as we 
continue to wade through these mas-
sive and costly spending bills, my com-
mitment to the American taxpayer re-
mains strong. I signed a pledge to up-
hold a Presidential veto of any spend-
ing bill that exceeds the President’s re-
quested level of funding. Hopefully, we 
can contain some of this out-of-control 
spending and pass fiscally responsible 
legislation; but if not, I intend to 
honor that pledge. 

This appropriations bill would in-
crease spending for energy and water 
projects by $1.1 billion more than the 
President’s budget request and seeks to 
increase spending by more than $1.3 
billion over last year’s fiscal 2007 En-
ergy and Water appropriations bill. 

We have an opportunity to dem-
onstrate restraint by reducing the 

amount that the government spends, 
not increasing it. At a time when the 
Federal Government faces an $8.8 tril-
lion national debt, we have a real op-
portunity to show the American people 
that we can be fiscally disciplined and 
that we will reduce this deficit. In-
creasing the size of government or bu-
reaucracy will not help this reduction 
effort. 

My commonsense amendment would 
simply maintain the Policy and Ad-
ministration account under the Bureau 
of Reclamation at fiscal year 2007 lev-
els, representing a $1.2 million reduc-
tion from $58.8 million to $57.6 million. 
That is the same as last year’s budget. 
Given that this funding level was ap-
propriate for last year’s budget and our 
Nation needs to reduce Federal spend-
ing, this commonsense restraint should 
be acceptable. 

This amendment is not critical of the 
Bureau of Reclamation or its employ-
ees, who actually help deliver water to 
parts of my district and are important 
to the State of Colorado and to the en-
tire West. It would simply require the 
Federal Government to operate the 
way any deficit-laden business would. 
A private sector company experiencing 
the same deficits the Federal Govern-
ment is facing would not increase its 
deficit. It would simply cut spending or 
go out of business. A family on a tight 
budget finds ways to go without, and 
we should explore every opportunity to 
be fiscally responsible as well. 

This amendment is the first step of 
many necessary steps enforcing fiscal 
discipline and sanity upon the Federal 
Government and out-of-control Federal 
deficit spending. We must restore fiscal 
discipline and assure the American 
people that we are doing whatever is 
necessary to reduce our national debt. 
To do this, we must find commonsense 
and innovative new ways to do more 
with less. 

The American people have asked 
Congress to rein in Federal spending 
and tighten its belt. This reasonable 
amendment does just that, and I urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I come to the floor in 
support of yet another good and com-
monsense amendment. Good and com-
mon sense because it asks of this Con-
gress to do the very same thing that 
any family in America and any small 
business in America would do under 
similar circumstances. 

The American public right now is 
looking at, as we have already seen, 
the largest tax increase in U.S. history. 
And let me just take a moment, 
though, before I go into the particulars 
on this amendment to explain how that 
impacts upon the average American 
family. 

There was an article in the New York 
Times several months ago after the 
Democrats proposed their budget, 
which is inclusive of what we have here 
before us, to say how would this, the 
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largest tax increase in American his-
tory, impact a family of four, the aver-
age American family of four maybe in 
the Fifth Congressional District, 
maybe in Bergen County, which is one 
of the great counties of New Jersey 
that I represent, an average family of 
four, four individuals, making around 
$70,000, which I should point out by no 
means in the great State of New Jersey 
would be considered by most people an 
affluent family. That family would see 
their taxes, because of this underlying 
legislation combined with the overall 
budget, go up by upwards to $1,500, 
$1,600 year. That would mean $1,500 or 
$1,600 more coming to the Federal 
Treasury into the Federal checkbook 
as opposed to being able to stay in the 
family checkbook. That means $1,500 or 
$1,600 more coming down to the Wash-
ington bureaucrats as opposed to being 
able to remain in the family checkbook 
on the kitchen table where Mom and 
Dad are able to decide should those dol-
lars be spent on their son’s college edu-
cation, on their daughter’s health care 
expenses, on their in-laws’ necessary 
expenses that they must share with, 
whatever else, to Washington as op-
posed to the family budget. 

Now, the good gentleman from Colo-
rado comes up with an amendment to 
try to address that. If we are able to 
hold the line on overall spending just 
as an average family would have to do, 
we would not see the need for this, the 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory. And what does the good gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) 
do? Well, he simply says hold the line 
on spending for, let us say, the bureau-
crats, if you will, all good men and 
women, I am sure, the people in the 
policy and administration account 
under this bill, under the Bureau of 
Reclamation, hold the spending at 2007 
levels. By doing so, we will be saving 
some money. That will represent a 
$1.236 million reduction, from $58.8 mil-
lion to $57.57 million. 

Some of you may say in this grand 
scheme of things when we are looking 
at our Federal budget upwards of al-
most $3 trillion, saving $1.2 million is 
not that much. But the flip side of that 
argument is if it really isn’t that much 
of a cut, then it really shouldn’t be 
that much to bear for the Federal Gov-
ernment. If we are not really not cut-
ting that much, then the bureaucrats 
and the rest who have such a huge 
budget as it is should not feel the 
squeeze that much. But all we are ask-
ing them to do, like any other family 
does, is to live on their budget for this 
year. 

I ask how many Americans saw their 
income rise last year by one, two, two- 
1⁄2 times the rate of inflation? I can tell 
you quite candidly most of the people 
that I talk to in my district, unfortu-
nately, did not see their incomes rise 
that much, but yet that is what we are 
asking them to do in the sense of high-
er taxes to pay for the increase in 
spending for the overall budget that we 
have here. 

Let me just conclude in the same 
way that the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. LAMBORN) does in his letter. He 
says, and I think these are the most 
poignant words: ‘‘We must restore fis-
cal discipline and assure the American 
people that we are doing whatever is 
necessary to reduce our national debt. 
To do this, we must find both common-
sense and innovative ways to do more 
with less. The American people have 
asked Congress to rein in Federal 
spending and to tighten its belt. This 
reasonable amendment does just that.’’ 
And he asks us all from both sides of 
the aisle, Republican and Democrat 
alike, to join with the gentleman from 
Colorado to work to make sure that we 
do not have the largest tax increase in 
American history, to work to make 
sure that we have a system that is 
common sense, efficient, and appro-
priate on the Federal level, just as we 
have asked for the American family at 
home. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is amazing. If folks 
on the other side keep saying tax in-
crease, they are actually going to be-
lieve that there is a tax increase. 

What I notice is that they very rare-
ly mention deficit because when they 
do, they leave themselves open for dis-
cussion on the deficit. Yes, there is a 
deficit and the American people are 
quickly finding that out. The deficit 
was not created in the last less than 6 
months that Democrats have had con-
trol of this House. The deficit was cre-
ated by taking us into a war that we 
shouldn’t have been involved in where 
close to $600 billion has been spent, not 
to mention the loss of life, not to men-
tion the fact that when our troops 
come home over the next 10, 15, 20 
years, we will be paying in deficit 
spending to make up for medical care 
and all the needs that I certainly will 
be supporting for them. 

b 1500 

Now, it’s interesting, Mr. Chairman, 
how the other side mentions that this 
bill spends money. Well, in a way 
that’s redundant because that’s what 
the Constitution says the Appropria-
tions Committee is supposed to do. It is 
supposed to come to the Congress every 
year and spend dollars. How much we 
spend, that’s a discussion. 

But if there was ever a place where 
you can justify a modest increase, it 
would be when you deal with the en-
ergy issues in our country. There are 
dollars here, no one is mentioning, for 
research. There are dollars here to deal 
with the energy issue. 

Now, every American knows that 
probably at the center of issues in this 
country is the high cost of fuel in this 
country, whether for driving or heating 
our homes. So when you take some of 
those tax dollars and you spend them, 
a very modest amount, on research to 
see if there is a way that in the future 
we can cut out our dependency on for-
eign oil, that is a great investment. 

That is no different than investing in a 
college or education for the children. It 
is the same kind. But again, we are not 
going to hear that. What we are going 
to hear is this repetition about how 
money is being spent, and that there is 
a tax increase. 

I don’t remember a tax increase in 
the 6 months that we have been here as 
Democrats. What I do remember that 
caused a deficit was, one, the war; and 
two, that we did have a tax decrease in 
this country, a tax cut, we did. But it 
wasn’t for anybody that we know, cer-
tainly no one I know. It was for mil-
lionaires and zillionaires, including 
some of them who told us that they 
didn’t even want a tax cut. Those are 
the people. 

So if indeed those tax cuts reach 
their sunset and die, I guess you could 
play with words and say that taxes will 
go up. Yeah, for somebody who has $100 
million, he or she might pay more 
taxes later on. But the working class, 
the people who are getting help for 
their education, the folks that are get-
ting a better deal on energy propo-
sitions in the future, those are the 
facts, the people that we are looking 
for. Now, you want to cut the deficit 
down? You want to create a situation 
where we will spend less money in this 
country? Stop the war now. Stop 
spending another dollar on the war in 
Iraq. 

But it has been forgotten. It’s all 
about tax-and-spend Democrats. My 
God, when you hear this, Mr. Chair-
man, you would think we were in con-
trol for the last 14 years. No, it’s 12, 14 
years against less than 6 months. And 
in those 6 months we have spoken to 
parents about their kids’ education. In 
those 6 months we’ve made attempts to 
bring down the cost of gasoline. In 
those 6 months, yes, we gave a min-
imum wage increase to the lowest 
earners in this country. That’s what 
we’ve done. And we will be proud of 
that. You want to cut the deficit that 
you created over 12 years? Stop the war 
now. That’s the best way to do it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

There were so many inaccuracies in 
that last speech, but there are at least 
a couple that I would like to correct 
relative to taxes, one of them being 
that in the last 6 years, the tax reduc-
tions that have been put in place actu-
ally reduce taxes for every single 
American who pays income taxes, and 
actually took some people that were 
paying income taxes and took them off 
the tax rolls. And that the Democrats’ 
budget, which has in fact been passed, 
unlike the minimum wage increase 
which is not actually in the law at this 
point, but the Democrats’ budget 
which has in fact been passed has pro-
posed potentially to roll back all of 
those tax increases and thereby in-
crease taxes on every single taxpayer 
in America. 

With that, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 
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Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gen-

tleman from California. 
To put things in perspective for my 

colleague from New York, it’s true that 
the war in Iraq has cost $600 billion. 
That is 7 percent of the $8.8 trillion 
total national debt that we have. So we 
have to also address the remaining 93 
percent of the debt, because the war is 
7 percent out of that $8.8 trillion. 

So, getting back to this amendment 
that is before us, I would differ with 
my colleague from New York. We are 
not cutting any research into energy 
development. We are cutting the bu-
reaucracy expense. We are cutting the 
policy and administration portion of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. We are just 
keeping it to last year’s dollar amount. 
So the bureaucracy, the administration 
of the Bureau of Reclamation is what 
is being kept to last year’s figures. 
There is no cut going on for any re-
search development program whatso-
ever. So I just wanted to make that 
correction. 

Apparently I haven’t won over my 
colleague from New York yet, but I 
would urge everyone else here to adopt 
this amendment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. I 
thank the gentleman, and I would just 
like to amplify what he said, that if in 
fact what this amendment does is take 
spending to last year, then it’s not a 
cut at all. It’s not even a cut of the bu-
reaucracy that you’re talking about, it 
is in fact making this line or this area 
of expenditure the same as last year. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was compelled to 
come down to just comment about 
some of the information that we’ve 
heard from the other side regarding 
issues not necessarily related to this 
amendment, because they broadened 
the debate significantly to talk about 
the deficit. And Mr. Chairman, as you 
well know, the deficit has been decreas-
ing significantly for reasons that I 
would like to touch on a little bit. 

They also talked about the issue of 
the work that they had accomplished, 
that this majority had accomplished. 
And they talk about decreasing gas 
prices. Well, in fact, what their gas bill 
did, Mr. Chairman, as you recall is to 
increase taxes on United States oil 
companies. Sounds good maybe in some 
districts, I don’t know; mine is not ter-
ribly interested in anybody paying 
more taxes. But they increased taxes 
on United States oil companies. Now 
that bill sits in the Senate, thank 
goodness, because hopefully the Senate 
will be able to resolve it and correct it 
so that the actual policy of this Con-
gress on gas prices will indeed be to 
bring them down. It takes greater re-
sponsibility to do that. 

If in fact that were to become law, 
then what we would do under the direc-
tion of this majority party is to de-
crease the ability for American oil 
companies to produce American oil, 
and we would increase our reliance and 
our dependency on foreign oil; not the 

greatest energy plan, Mr. Chairman, I 
would suggest. 

They also talked about assisting 
kids’ education, college education. We 
have that as a goal, certainly. We 
think it’s appropriate to provide for 
greater resources for American citizens 
to attend higher education. What does 
their bill do, though, Mr. Chairman? 
Again, it sits in the Senate, so hope-
fully we will have the Senate correct 
that. 

But what their bill does is to ratchet 
down very gradually the interest rate 
that students pay on loans to go to col-
lege and keeps them at half their cur-
rent rate for 6 months, Mr. Chairman, 
and then, boom, right back up to where 
they were. Well, Mr. Chairman, that 
isn’t leadership either. 

Now, this chart right here, Mr. Chair-
man, talks about the increasing Fed-
eral revenue. But this red line here 
could be jobs, it could be increasing 
Federal revenue, it could be economic 
development. And there was a remark-
able thing that occurred in 2003 that 
made it so that that line goes up appro-
priately. Thank goodness, the Amer-
ican people say. Appropriately, Federal 
revenues increase, economic develop-
ment increases, jobs increase. And 
what happened in 2003 was the culmina-
tion of appropriate tax reductions for 
the American people. And what does 
this majority want to do? It wants to 
take that line back down. Because 
what they’ve done is passed a budget 
that reverses every single tax reduc-
tion, appropriate tax reduction, for the 
American people. Mr. Chairman, that 
is not the kind of leadership, I don’t 
think, the American people deserve, 
nor is it the type of leadership that 
they desire. 

So, when we broaden this debate, it’s 
appropriate, because the American peo-
ple, Mr. Chairman, the American peo-
ple are watching, and what they see is 
a majority party that is terribly inter-
ested in making certain that the Amer-
ican people are taxed to a greater de-
gree so that they ostensibly have more 
money to be able to spend on their pet 
programs. 

My good friend says that it’s only 
folks who make hundreds of millions of 
dollars who will have their taxes go up. 
Well, Mr. Chairman, that is not the 
case, as you well know. Taxes will in-
crease for virtually every single Amer-
ican. Anybody who pays taxes now, 
under this new majority if they get 
their way, will have increased taxes. 
That’s not the kind of leadership I be-
lieve the American people voted for in 
November, it is not the kind of leader-
ship that we would provide, it is not 
the kind of leadership that the Amer-
ican people deserve. 

So, I am pleased that my good friends 
on the other side have broadened the 
debate because it results in the oppor-
tunity to bring into focus greater clar-
ity to these budget bills, greater clar-
ity to these appropriations bills, and 
makes certain that the American peo-
ple are paying attention to the kind of 

leadership that this new majority is of-
fering, or the lack of leadership they’re 
offering. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I am pleased 
to yield to my friend from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I think 
it is a significant point that you raise 
with regard to what level of American 
taxpayers will be subjected to these 
taxes. 

I come from the great State of New 
Jersey, where we had similar rhetoric, 
if you will, from the other side of the 
aisle on the State level. And we actu-
ally heard the exact same arguments 
being made: Don’t worry, they’re going 
to come up with what they call the 
millionaires’ tax; and if you’re not a 
millionaire, don’t worry about it. Well, 
truth be told, after all the dust was 
scattered away from the bills, after all 
the hearings were held, after all the 
press conferences and everything else 
was done by the Democrats in the 
State of New Jersey, we found that 
that level went from $1 million to 
$900,000 to $800,000 to $700,000 to $600,000 
to $500,000, $400,000, $300,000, 250-some- 
odd thousand dollars at the end of the 
day. Now, you still say they may be a 
large income? Well, in the State of New 
Jersey, if you’re a two-income family 
making a hundred-some-odd thousand 
dollars, you found that you would still 
be subject to tax on that. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I would like to actually talk about 
the bill, and I would like to talk about 
the underlying merits of what Mr. HOB-
SON and I and the members of the sub-
committee and the full Appropriations 
Committee have tried to do. 

In this particular title, we are talk-
ing about the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and we are talking about people’s 
health and well-being. Part of that 
does include the wise stewardship of 
the moneys that are provided. From 
the debate that has taken place today, 
you would think that the only thing we 
are worried about is spending money 
and worried about the quantity of the 
money that we are spending as opposed 
to the quality of the underlying act 
and the work that the agencies do. And 
I would draw, Mr. Chairman, my col-
league’s attention to page 48 of the re-
port that goes into great detail, and I 
am going to read it. 

The gentleman has an amendment 
before us to cut $1.236 million from the 
bill. And the fact is, over the last sev-
eral years our subcommittee, under the 
leadership of then-Chairman HOBSON, 
as well as myself, have done everything 
possible to make sure that the moneys 
being spent by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion are being spent wisely. 

And I read from the report. ‘‘In fiscal 
year 2006, the Committee directed the 
Department of Interior to submit, with 
its fiscal year 2007 budget request, a de-
tailed 5-year budget plan for each of 
the major budget components, includ-
ing water and related resources, Cali-
fornia Bay Delta Restoration program, 
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Central Valley Project Restoration 
Fund, and Central Utah Project Com-
pletion.’’ 

Because the concern of the sub-
committee then, and as it is as of this 
moment, is that the public’s moneys 
are being spent with quality as well. 

‘‘The Department subsequently in-
formed the Committee that it would be 
unable to provide a 5-year plan for fis-
cal year 2007 and intended to make the 
initial submission with the fiscal year 
2008 request. The Bureau failed to 
make that submission either, and now 
informs the Committee that the 5-year 
plan will be submitted at some unde-
fined time in the future.’’ 

The patience of the subcommittee, 
the patience of the Appropriations 
Committee is not without limit. And as 
a result, in the report language we note 
the Committee’s extreme frustration 
with the Bureau’s inability to provide 
a 5-year budget plan, the act contains a 
provision that transfers $10 million, 
not $1.236 million, but $10 million from 
policy and administration to water and 
related resources if the 5-year plan is 
not submitted within 60 days of date of 
enactment. We are certainly not afraid 
to move moneys around, and in this 
case, to the tune of $10 million, if the 
good judgment of this committee is not 
abided by. 

So I would emphasize that this is not 
just a matter of quantity of money, it 
is quality of money. And that is what 
we are about. That is why I am ada-
mantly opposed to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

b 1515 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
LAMBORN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclama-

tion shall be available for purchase of not to 
exceed 14 passenger motor vehicles, which 
are for replacement only. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

SEC. 201. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be used to determine the final point of dis-
charge for the interceptor drain for the San 
Luis Unit until development by the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the State of Cali-
fornia of a plan, which shall conform to the 
water quality standards of the State of Cali-
fornia as approved by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, to 
minimize any detrimental effect of the San 
Luis drainage waters. 

(b) The costs of the Kesterson Reservoir 
Cleanup Program and the costs of the San 
Joaquin Valley Drainage Program shall be 

classified by the Secretary of the Interior as 
reimbursable or nonreimbursable and col-
lected until fully repaid pursuant to the 
‘‘Cleanup Program-Alternative Repayment 
Plan’’ and the ‘‘SJVDP-Alternative Repay-
ment Plan’’ described in the report entitled 
‘‘Repayment Report, Kesterson Reservoir 
Cleanup Program and San Joaquin Valley 
Drainage Program, February 1995’’, prepared 
by the Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation. Any future obligations of funds 
by the United States relating to, or pro-
viding for, drainage service or drainage stud-
ies for the San Luis Unit shall be fully reim-
bursable by San Luis Unit beneficiaries of 
such service or studies pursuant to Federal 
reclamation law. 

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
ENERGY PROGRAMS 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY 
For Department of Energy expenses includ-

ing the purchase, construction, and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment, and 
other expenses necessary for energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy activities in 
carrying out the purposes of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et 
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or 
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion, $1,873,844,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL 

OF CALIFORNIA 
Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 21 offered by Mr. CAMP-

BELL of California: 
Page 16, line 19, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $101,550,000)’’. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr 
Chairman, one of the last speakers on 
the other side of the aisle mentioned 
that he wasn’t quite sure why we kept 
talking about taxes and tax increases, 
because inevitably if you head toward 
the balanced budget, that is what all 
spending turns into: it turns into taxes. 

In fact, the Democratic budget, 
which, to the majority party’s credit, 
is heading toward a balanced budget in 
5 years, as were I believe virtually all 
of the budgets that were presented this 
year, but it does so by saying, in its 
own terms, that they will raise taxes 
as much as they need to at the end of 
that 5 years in order to achieve a bal-
anced budget. 

So when we are talking today about 
things that are increasing in spending, 
this isn’t something that is abstract. 
This isn’t $20 million here, $40 million 
here, $100 billion there of just sort of 
faceless, nameless money. That is 
money in figures that are so large that 
most people, Mr. Chairman, have a 
hard time even comprehending how 
much that is and how it can relate to 
the things that we are doing. 

But it makes it a little more down- 
to-earth, brings it a little more home, 
when you look at each one of these, 
which is the way we should look at 
them, Mr. Chairman, each one of these 
spending increases on each program, on 
each bill, on each thing here, and real-
ize that every dollar of increase there 

is a dollar that the majority party 
wants to go get out of the pockets of 
taxpayers at home. That is what we are 
really talking about. That is why, Mr. 
Chairman, I propose this amendment. 

Now, this amendment refers to just 
one of the many, many projects and 
many, many programs in this appro-
priations bill. This one is something 
that deals with weatherization assist-
ance, and the bill that is before us pro-
poses to increase weatherization assist-
ance spending by 20 percent over last 
year. 

Now, what is interesting is that in 
the President’s budget, which this 
amendment proposes to reduce the 
spending to, the President has actually 
proposed to reduce this to almost half. 
Why is that? Because in something 
that is called energy efficiency and re-
newable energy, this program is actu-
ally not at all efficient. 

I actually had some personal experi-
ence with this program, not personal in 
the sense that I was dealing with the 
program from a recipient standpoint, 
but when I was in the State legislature 
with this program in California. By the 
time that you deal with the Federal 
bureaucracy and then you get the 
money to the State and there is the 
State bureaucracy, and then you put 
this money out, very little of this 
money was actually going to anything 
toward the goal that was accomplished. 
And what is interesting is it is also cre-
ating a subsidy for something that al-
ready pays for itself. 

The reason people weatherize their 
homes or seal leaks and so forth or 
cracks in windows and doors is because 
it saves you money on your energy bill 
over time. 

So this is a program that has been 
shown to be inefficient, has been shown 
to not be effective, that subsidizes 
something that doesn’t need subsidiza-
tion, and which in this bill is proposed 
to increase by 20 percent. 

Now, the President’s budget proposed 
to reduce this. It is one of those things 
on that list of programs that a number 
of people have that are saying these 
are some of the most inefficient pro-
grams in the Federal Government 
today, and this is one of them that cer-
tainly should be reduced or perhaps 
eliminated. 

But instead, this bill proposes to in-
crease it by nearly $40 million. And, 
again, $40 million, I guess sometimes 
this is the difference between govern-
ment and not government. When things 
don’t work in government, it seems 
that there is always a group of people 
saying the reason they are not working 
is because they don’t have enough 
money, and we need to spend more 
money on them. Whereas, normally in 
the real world, Mr. Chairman, when 
something isn’t working, that is when 
people take money from it, make it be-
come more efficient, or not fund it any-
more if it is not working. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this amendment, 
just this one area of this one Depart-
ment, proposes to reduce this to the 
President’s proposed budget. 
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, of all the work Con-

gress does, few things could be more 
important than to protect our Nation 
from the threat of nuclear terrorism. It 
is hard to imagine that in one instant 
a nuclear bomb detonating in a major 
American city could kill more of our 
citizens than we have lost in combat in 
every war in our Nation’s history. 
Osama bin Laden has told his followers 
that it is their religious duty to secure 
loose nuclear materials for a bomb to 
be set off in the United States. It is our 
sacrosanct duty to ensure that that 
never happens. 

That is why I want to salute Chair-
man VISCLOSKY for making homeland 
security against nuclear terrorism the 
highest of priorities in this bill. He is 
right to do so. 

This bill provides $2.1 billion to pro-
tect the American family from a nu-
clear holocaust, a level that is nearly 
$400 million above the administration’s 
budget request. Specifically, it pro-
vides $832 million for international nu-
clear materials protection and coopera-
tion activities, a $359 million increase 
to the budget request. With these 
funds, we will expand cooperative pro-
grams with Russia and other nations 
with vast inventories of nuclear mate-
rial. 

In this bill, the Global Threat Reduc-
tion Initiative is increased by $132 mil-
lion to a total of $251 million. This will 
assist us in identifying, securing, re-
moving, and disposing of nuclear mate-
rial throughout the world. 

The Megaports Initiative is funded at 
$25.8 million. This program installs ra-
diation detectors at major seaports 
around the world so nuclear weapons 
and materials can be intercepted before 
they are smuggled into a major Amer-
ican city. This additional funding will 
allow the Department of Energy to in-
stall sensors at several key seaports 
this year, rather than waiting for sev-
eral years to do so. 

I wanted to take a moment of my 
time to also compliment the hard-
working, dedicated citizens who work 
at the Department of Energy on these 
nuclear nonproliferation programs. 
They work extraordinarily long hours, 
many spending long periods of time 
away from their families in the harsh 
Russian climate working to secure 
these materials and to protect us and 
our families from the threat of nuclear 
terrorism. 

Let me point out some of DOE’s suc-
cesses because of that hard work and 
because of the work of this sub-
committee, chaired formerly by Chair-
man HOBSON, who also made homeland 
security against nuclear terrorism a 
top priority: 

DOE in recent years has completed 
work securing nuclear materials at 91 
of 125 Russian nuclear weapons mate-
rial and warhead sites, with the re-
mainder in progress. 

We have secured more than 520 vul-
nerable radiological sites overseas, 

containing enough nuclear material to 
build approximately 7,700 dirty bombs. 

We have recovered over 14,000 radio-
logical sources domestically, con-
taining enough material for approxi-
mately 1,400 dirty bombs. 

We have equipped 88 land border 
crossings in Russia with radiation de-
tection equipment, with work complete 
or under way in eight other countries. 

We have installed Megaports radi-
ation detection equipment at eight 
ports, with operational testing and 
evaluation under way at one additional 
port. 

Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago, President 
Bush said that protecting our Nation 
from nuclear terrorism should be our 
Nation’s number one national security 
priority. I agree. With the strong lead-
ership of Chairman VISCLOSKY and now 
Ranking Member HOBSON, this bill 
takes a significant step forward in pro-
tecting our communities, our families 
and our Nation from the threat of nu-
clear terrorism. 

That is why I urge bipartisan support 
for this important legislation. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California. I note that 
this amendment is offered to the sec-
tion of the bill on energy efficiency and 
renewable energy, and I would note 
first that the President’s request for 
this year is more than 10 percent below 
on every one of the renewable energy 
accounts in the budget. Those are cuts 
below the 2007 enacted amount, and it 
covers biomass, which leads to the bio-
mass accounts, which include biodiesel, 
corn ethanol and cellulosic ethanol, 
which, of course, is the area that so 
many people believe is going to be a 
major saver in the future. 

It includes solar energy, wind energy, 
geothermal technology, hydropower, 
vehicle technologies, where 30 percent 
of all of our energy is used, building 
technologies, where 40 percent of all of 
our energy is used, industrial tech-
nologies, where 20 percent of all of our 
energy is used. And the President pro-
poses in those areas 10 percent reduc-
tions below the enacted, whereas the 
subcommittee, in its wisdom, and ap-
parently agreed to certainly by me and 
certainly apparently agreed by the gen-
tleman from California, the committee 
has added moneys over the enacted 
number for 2007. So we apparently 
agree on that. 

But then, oddly enough, the gen-
tleman from California chooses to at-
tack the one program that gives direct 
help to low-income households in this 
country. It is the one program, the 
weatherization program, where low-in-
come households can get assistance to 
install energy-saving technologies and 
measures in their homes. 

Well, it turns out there are some-
thing like 14 million households in this 
country that have incomes of less than 
50 percent of the median income in var-
ious areas around the country. Half of 

them live in homes. Most of those 
homes are very inefficient users of en-
ergy. So the Low Income Weatheriza-
tion Program is a program that would 
help those homes be more efficient in 
the use of energy. 

The President’s request for this year 
is in fact below the enacted 2007 num-
ber actually by more than 30 percent 
below what the enacted 2007 number 
was. Enacted 2006 number was even 
higher than the 2007 number. So the 
committee, in its wisdom, has instead 
recommended raising the number to 
the 2006 level, to the levels expended in 
fiscal year 2006, and the gentleman 
from California wants to take it back 
from the committee’s number by this 
time 45 percent or something like that, 
the exact number I haven’t quite cal-
culated. 

b 1530 

Those moneys are well invested in 
those homes which low-income house-
holds are using, where energy is so in-
efficiently used, where we can save a 
substantial amount of energy every 
year, thereby reducing greenhouse 
gases that are produced in the produc-
tion of the energy that would other-
wise be wasted in those homes. And 
where one would say far beyond the 
cost of the energy-saving measures 
that would be part of the weatheriza-
tion program, far beyond the cost. In 
such situations, you are saving the 
amount of the cost within a 3 or 4 or 5- 
year period when the savings go on 
long into the future, year after year 
after year, saving energy and reducing 
greenhouse gases and saving dollars. 
Perhaps most important for those peo-
ple, it is the savings of the dollars that 
they otherwise would spend in those 
low-income households where the 
amount of money spent on housing per 
se in low-income households tends to 
be up in the two-thirds to three-quar-
ters of the total household income. 

So I think the weatherization pro-
gram is a very useful program, a very 
effective program for saving money for 
people at the lowest levels of income. I 
hope we will soundly defeat this 
amendment by the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all before I 
begin, let me commend a prior speaker, 
the gentleman from Texas, with his 
references to homeland security and 
the efforts that need to be made. I com-
pletely concur with the majority of the 
points that he makes. 

This House, as you know, just dealt 
with those issues the other day on 
homeland security and how it relates 
to my congressional district is one of 
the forefront issues that I deal with. I 
commend the points he is making 
there. 

Tied to homeland security is energy 
security as well. We will not be a se-
cure country if we are not secure with 
regard to our energy needs. Much in 
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this underlying legislation and what 
the administration is calling for is 
working towards that laudable goal, 
energy efficiency and renewable ener-
gies as well. And I concur with the pre-
vious speaker with his remarks as well, 
that we must move in that direction. 

I guess the rub is how you get to 
some of these things. When you talk to 
your local constituents back at home. 
When we have the opportunity to go 
back to our districts and talk to them 
and they see just how Washington 
spends their very hard-earned dollars, 
they must think we are literally burn-
ing their dollars down here and wasting 
them on inefficient programs. Some of 
them of course are important. Others 
need to be prioritized down the line to 
put them in the proper perspective. 

The legislation we have before us, 
more specifically the amendment, goes 
to that ultimate goal, setting prior-
ities. Now the gentleman who is pro-
posing this amendment is from the 
great State of California, a very warm 
State. I have come from the great 
Northeast where weatherization is a 
critical matter, especially for the low- 
income individuals who need to do 
something in order to make sure that 
their limited dollars go as far as they 
possibly can. 

They are called upon in their daily 
lives to be as efficient as they can with 
their limited dollars, whether it is 
spending on food or rent costs, or in 
this case, their energy costs. 

But they are asking us the very same 
thing in Washington. They are asking 
us to be efficient and effective with 
their dollars because they want to tell 
us these dollars are limited as well. Be-
cause it comes out of the American 
taxpayers’ pocketbook. 

What we are looking at here is the 
largest tax increase in U.S. history, 
and this is going to be a negative im-
pact on the average American family 
of $1,500 or $2,000 more that comes out 
of their wallets and is sent to Wash-
ington. They are asking to make sure 
that the dollars spent are done effec-
tively. 

I am a Member of the 108th Congress. 
I came in with the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) and a few oth-
ers, I believe, that started a group 
called WWW, Washington Waste 
Watchers. They would come to the 
floor each week and talk about areas of 
concern to them and this entire Con-
gress to make sure that Washington 
moves in the right direction, to be 
stopping this wasteful spending of dol-
lars. 

So before we take a program that is 
already in existence, that we know as 
the testimony here earlier from the 
gentleman from California may be a 
laudable program in some sense in 
terms of providing assistance to those 
who need it, but it is wasting the dol-
lars in another sense because it is not 
really getting to those individuals who 
desperately need it, and it is going 
elsewhere and being done in an ineffi-
cient manner. 

Before we simply up the dollars and 
not make sure that those dollars get to 
those low- and moderate-income people 
to get the job done, as the gentleman 
from California pointed out, let’s make 
sure that we have something, some-
thing to make sure that we do so in an 
efficient and effective manner. That is 
what the WWW, Washington Waste 
Watchers, is trying to do. That is what 
the Republican side of the aisle is try-
ing to do. 

Let’s implement programs to say we 
will operate this House of Representa-
tives the same as a family’s budget 
would; that we will operate just as 
stringently with our dollars here as if 
they were our very own. We will make 
sure that there are systems in place, 
accountability in place to make sure 
that the dollars really get to the places 
they need to get to. And before we get 
those mechanisms set up and estab-
lished, we are not going to waste any 
more taxpayer dollars by going to 
them and saying we are going to raise 
tax dollars or raise tax rates, and sim-
ply up the spending on a program until 
we can certify that program is being 
run effectively and efficiently. 

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for trying to move in the right 
direction to make sure that we don’t 
have the largest tax increase in his-
tory, and to make sure that programs 
like this are run efficiently and effec-
tively. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. CAMPBELL). 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas. 

I want to make a last couple of com-
ments relative to the comments made 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
A lot of what the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts said I agree with. I think we 
differ in three basic areas. 

One is that the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts believes this program has 
been effective. My involvement with it 
in California and things that I have 
seen statistically here say otherwise. 
Certainly the administration agrees 
this program has not been a cost-effec-
tive program. 

Second is talking about how this 
thing might save money here. But 
where does this money come from? It is 
$245 million. This money does not come 
from the sky. It does not come from 
the air. It comes from taxpayers. And 
the question is not does it save any-
body any money or anybody anything; 
is it cost effective in what it does? And 
I think the answer is ‘‘no.’’ 

The third comment I would like to 
make is that the gentleman pointed 
out a number of programs in this bill 
which have all been increased in this 
proposed bill. That is fine, but I guess 
I would ask this: Are there no pro-
grams here which are not effective? 
Are there no programs that deserve 
some reduction in spending or perhaps 
even elimination? 

Ronald Reagan said that the closest 
thing to eternal life is a government 
program, and I believe we are seeing 
with programs like this that those 
words Ronald Reagan made some time 
ago ring true. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I just want to 
share, when asked what programs have 
been cut or not cut, I want to share 
with you, 37 cuts to Department of En-
ergy weapons programs; 57 programs 
have been cut overall; 20 cuts to other 
programs, 2 in the Corps of Engineers, 
2 in the Bureau of Reclamation, 3 inde-
pendent agencies, and 13 in the Depart-
ment of Energy. There have been 16 of 
37 weapons cuts that were requested by 
the administration. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGY 
RELIABILITY 

For Department of Energy expenses includ-
ing the purchase, construction, and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment, and 
other expenses necessary for electricity de-
livery and energy reliability activities in 
carrying out the purposes of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et 
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or 
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion, $134,161,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

NUCLEAR ENERGY 
For Department of Energy expenses includ-

ing the purchase, construction, and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment, and 
other expenses necessary for nuclear energy 
activities in carrying out the purposes of the 
Department of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or any 
facility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion, and the purchase 
of not to exceed 20 passenger motor vehicles 
for replacement only, including one ambu-
lance, $759,227,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS: 
Page 17, line 14, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $20,000,000)(increased by 
$20,000,000)’’. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman and my 
colleagues, this is a very simple 
amendment and perhaps the majority 
might want to just accept it, so let me 
just explain. 
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The generation IV nuclear energy 

systems program is the next far, far 
generation program. We have been 
waiting and working for the generation 
III program. This is about the genera-
tion IV after that, which is 2030. There 
is a lot of money in this that is going 
to be used to develop energy far into 
the future, and yet we have in the 
present nuclear power program of 2010, 
we have need for this money here and 
today. 

I point this out to my colleagues, 
particularly on that side of the aisle, 
that if we don’t get enough money to 
the nuclear power 2010 program, power 
plants across this country will be 
forced to build gas and coal-burning 
power plants to meet the ever-growing 
energy demands of this Nation. 

So if you really want to reduce 
greenhouse gases, I think you should 
support my amendment because you 
are basically taking this money, $20 
million, from the generation IV nu-
clear systems energy account which 
has been funded at almost $80 million 
above the President’s budget request, 
and you are simply transferring it to 
the nuclear power 2010 account which 
is funded almost $34 million below the 
President’s budget request. 

If the other side is willing to accept 
my amendment, I am willing to stop 
talking and we can proceed. If you are 
concerned about global warming and 
coal- and gas-burning, this will help 
our Nation move forward by helping 
the nuclear power plants in the near, 
near future instead of the far, far fu-
ture. 

Let me talk about the nuclear power 
2010 program. It is intended simply to 
encourage near-term orders for ad-
vanced versions of existing commercial 
nuclear plants. Frankly, it is an inte-
gral part of the goal of constructing 
new plants in the next decade. 

Approximately two-thirds of the new 
reactors use a reactor technology that 
depends on nuclear power 2010. Nuclear 
power plants generate electricity with-
out producing or emitting any green-
house gases, including carbon dioxide. 
Nuclear power plants generate 73 per-
cent of all carbon-free electricity in 
America and are an essential mitiga-
tion tool for reducing greenhouse 
gases. 

If we are serious about addressing the 
issue of global climate change, then 
nuclear power must be a critical com-
ponent of any future energy and envi-
ronmental strategy we have in this 
country. 

With the additional funds in this 
amendment, the program for 2010, we 
could focus more on reducing the tech-
nical, regulatory and institutional bar-
riers to the deployment of new nuclear 
power plants in the near term while 
still allowing a generous increase in 
funds for the generation IV program. 
So the money is already there for gen-
eration IV. So I am just asking a very 
modicum amount, taking from the gen-
eration IV and moving it to the near 
term, so that we can build these nu-
clear power plants. 

I conclude by saying failure to meet 
the goals of the nuclear 2010 program 
could result in delays 1 year, 2 years, 
possibly 3 years, and create the possi-
bility of an indefinite delay as compa-
nies attempt to meet the demand with 
other types of generation, including 
coal and natural gases. 

I conclude and thank my colleagues 
for listening, but I think when you re-
alize it is not very complicated, we are 
just taking $20 million from a genera-
tion IV nuclear research program that 
we have no results from and don’t 
know anything about and moving them 
to a current program in 2010 and saying 
let’s let the nuclear industry have this 
special advantage so we can combat 
global warming and we can make sure 
that we move forward with nuclear 
power generation in this country as 
soon as possible. 

b 1545 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

I appreciate what the gentleman 
wants to do. We certainly share a con-
cern about global warming. We also 
share a desire to ensure that we have a 
viable nuclear industry in the near 
term as well as the long term. Where 
there would be a difference of opinion 
is the balance that needs to be struck 
in this legislation to accomplish both 
of those goals. 

I would point out that the legislation 
that has been reported to the House 
has done everything possible to ensure 
that the nuclear industry can move 
forward. For example, we have fully 
funded the President’s request for $494 
million for Yucca Mountain to make 
sure that they can meet their deadline 
for the submission of a license for the 
waste repository in June of 2008. The 
industry clearly needs the repository. 

The House bill includes $167.8 million 
for the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, something that I think the gen-
tleman would agree is critically nec-
essary as far as the licensing proce-
dures in the shorter term. This is a 
$17.1 million increase over the adminis-
tration’s request, more than 10 percent 
more. And I would point out that in the 
continuing resolution for fiscal year 
2007, this was one of the few accounts 
that this subcommittee specifically 
also increased. We also include $15 mil-
lion within the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission for nuclear engineering 
scholarships that were proposed for 
termination by the administration, be-
cause if we do not have new, bright tal-
ent in those educational facilities 
under scholarship, we are not going to 
have a future. 

And we did include moneys for Nu-
clear Power 2010. It is the same level as 
the current fiscal year. I would point 
out, Mr. Chairman, that this is a direct 
payment to utilities undergoing the 
NRC license process and no other sec-
tor of the energy portion of this coun-
try receives this type of Federal assist-
ance. 

The gentleman would take the 
money from Generation IV nuclear en-
ergy systems by having the moneys re-
duced. I would point out that the sub-
committee went to great lengths to in-
crease moneys for Generation IV. We 
are supportive of the light water reac-
tors that are going to be coming online 
in the near term. We want to make 
sure we have that next generation of 
reactors online as well for the future, 
one that can not only provide elec-
trical industry to our Nation that is 
needed but also potentially produce the 
hydrogen for the new economy we are 
looking for. We have provided those 
moneys and would not want to see 
them cut. 

Additionally, we had a debate and 
conversation earlier today about the 
mixed oxide program that previously 
had been designated a nonproliferation 
item. We have correctly moved it into 
the Energy Department as far as their 
accounts and would point out that $689 
million between unobligated balances, 
between the spending for ’07 and be-
tween what is included in this bill, is 
included for MOX. 

So we have been more than generous, 
and I also think we have struck the 
right balance to ensure that we do have 
an industry starting up in the near 
term and one that has a long-term, safe 
future for the generation of energy in 
this country. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. The bill includes a $33 
million cut to Nuclear Power 2010. 
While that level may be difficult for 
some to accept, I fully support it. 

Nuclear Power 2010 was designed to 
facilitate industry decisions to build 
and operate new nuclear power plants 
in the U.S. And that would be great for 
America. We need a dramatic increase 
in reliable, safe baseload energy; and I 
would much rather see it come from 
nuclear energy than from coal plants. 

Unfortunately, most of the funding 
that we have provided for Nuclear 
Power 2010 doesn’t go to help industry 
figure out our untested regulatory 
process or to identify new sites for 
plants. Most of the funding in this ac-
count has been provided to support the 
work of reactor designers. There is lit-
tle uncertainty about reactor design. It 
doesn’t need our support through this 
program. And there’s really no such 
thing as struggling mom-and-pop reac-
tor design teams. But I do know that 
we must continue to support design for 
the next generation of reactors. This 
bill does just that. It increases our sup-
port to the Gen IV nuclear design pro-
gram by $79 million. That’s where nu-
clear R&D should be funded, not from 
Nuclear Power 2010. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
voting against this amendment. 

I yield additional time to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have that the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio gave me? 
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The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman has 4 minutes on the gentleman 
from Ohio’s time. 

Mr. STEARNS. If I might address the 
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. 
Chairman, I have here the Energy and 
Water Development appropriations 
bill. On page 68, it indicates that the 
Nuclear Power 2010, you provide about 
$80 million, a decrease of $34 million. 
So the question I have for you, if you 
support this program so much, why 
would you cut it $34 million, which is 
basically a huge percentage? 

Mr. HOBSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana to answer the 
question. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman from Ohio yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to 
respond to the question raised. First of 
all I would point out that the funds 
that are provided are at this year’s fis-
cal level. It is not a cut. It is a cut 
from the President’s request. 

The other observation I would make 
is I believe that the Department should 
be in the business of science research 
and development and not exclusively 
be paying for companies to license new 
reactors, so that would certainly do 
justification. 

Mr. STEARNS. Then the other ques-
tion is, in Generation IV, the nuclear 
energy system by which you increased 
it $80 million, it seems to me, and you 
might want to answer this question, 
here you have a program that is a 
fourth generation of nuclear research. 
We don’t even have the results from 
the second and third generation nu-
clear research, yet you’re increasing a 
huge amount of money for something 
well into the future when you have a 
system, the 2010 energy system, which 
could use this money today and would 
go towards improving global warming 
and put less demand on all these nu-
clear energy companies because they 
certainly can’t meet the demand in the 
next 2 years without burning coal and 
gas. 

So I ask the gentleman, why would 
he want to increase something that’s a 
fourth generation when the second and 
third generation have not even been 
successful in providing anything for 
us? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. And if the gen-
tleman from Ohio would yield, I would 
be happy to respond. 

Mr. HOBSON. I yield. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would point out 

that there was a $70 million increase, 
and I would not want to engage in 
quibbling as to whether it is a second, 
third or fourth generation, but do be-
lieve there is a strong public purpose 
for demonstrating the commercial via-
bility of the thermal-neutron gas reac-
tor for the very purposes that the gen-
tleman is concerned about and that I 
share his concern, that is, climate 
change and global warming and energy 
sources, where we can generate the 
electricity in this country as well as 
potentially produce hydrogen. We 
ought to start down that road sooner 

rather than later, and again in a bal-
anced fashion along with 2010. 

Mr. HOBSON. Taking back my time, 
I would point out to the gentleman 
from Florida that we do have the capa-
bility, and we do understand Genera-
tion 3, 31⁄2. Where we need to go is be-
yond that and look at Gen IV. That’s 
what we’re trying to do in the bill now, 
and that’s why we oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHMIDT 
Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHMIDT: 
Page 17, line 14, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $80,000,000)’’. 
Page 21, line 21, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $80,000,000)’’. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
tremendous respect for our chairman 
and ranking member and realize the 
very difficult undertaking they have 
had in putting this bill together and 
balancing the number of important pri-
orities within it. Unfortunately, the 
bill before us would drastically cut the 
President’s request to $405 million for 
the Global Nuclear Energy Partner-
ship, GNEP, initiative to $120 million. 
This amounts to a $285 million reduc-
tion from the President’s request for 
GNEP. 

At the same time, this bill goes well 
above the President’s request for the 
Department of Energy science account. 
The President’s request for the science 
account was already a 15.8 percent in-
crease above the fiscal 2007 level. On 
top of this, the House bill provides an-
other $116 million above the adminis-
tration’s request. My amendment 
would provide an additional $80 million 
for the GNEP initiative, offset by an 
$80 million decrease in the science ac-
count. 

If we are going to be serious about re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions, ad-
dressing climate change and reducing 
our dependence on foreign oil, we need 
to allow GNEP to proceed in a mean-
ingful capacity. To accomplish these 
objectives, we need to diversify our en-
ergy supply and increase energy effi-
ciency and conservation. Nuclear en-
ergy is a vital component to diversi-
fying our energy supply and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions. And in order 
for the nuclear renaissance to become a 
reality, we must address the spent fuel 
issue, which is what GNEP is all about. 

Recycling spent nuclear fuel is a way 
to reduce by about 95 percent the vol-

ume of waste that would have to be dis-
posed of at the Yucca Mountain reposi-
tory. Recycling would also enable us to 
reduce the radioactive life of this ma-
terial from millions of years to thou-
sands. Whether you support nuclear en-
ergy or not, these two points should be 
very positive if we are going to take 
better care of our environment. 

Since the 1970s, the United States has 
been falling behind the world in nu-
clear technology. It is vital that we 
fund this program at a sufficient level 
that allows the United States to rees-
tablish itself as a leader in the field. 

I appreciate the chairman and rank-
ing member’s work on this important 
issue. I would hope for some favorable 
comments from them. But I am going 
to at the end of this discussion ask for 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment in hopes that we can work 
it out at a later date. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 
gentlelady’s concern about research for 
nuclear energy in the future. I also ap-
preciate the courtesy as far as her will-
ingness to withdraw the amendment. 

The concern that the committee had 
is that the administration came in 
originally with a $405 million request. 
During hearings, the administration 
also suggested that all $405 million was 
for just research. The concern we have, 
and I mentioned it in my opening re-
marks during general debate, is con-
tract management at the Department 
of Energy. And certainly it’s not the 
fault of the gentlelady’s, and I know 
she shares our concern, but there is a 
very bad track record at the Depart-
ment of Energy; and the fact is they 
have been on a high-risk watch list for 
the General Accountability Office since 
the year 1990. 

b 1600 

I would point out that the committee 
learned that the Department of Ener-
gy’s use of technology readiness levels 
in the global nuclear energy partner-
ship technology development plan does 
not apply readiness in the manner con-
sistent with the recommendations in 
the General Accountability Office re-
port of March of this year. 

So, looking ahead as far as poten-
tially incurring huge long-term costs 
on behalf of the taxpayers, we have 
suggested that the administration take 
a step back, continue to do very nec-
essary and very vital research, but let 
us take all deliberate speed as opposed 
to a rush to judgment and oppose her 
amendment, and I appreciate her con-
sideration in withdrawing it. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment, and I thank the chairman 
for his time and consideration of this 
and hope that we can work together to 
make GNEP a reality in a meaningful, 
bipartisan way so that the United 
States can continue to be a world lead-
er, not just in nuclear energy but in en-
ergy independence from foreign oil. 
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The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-

jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 
There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading for obligation in prior years, 
$149,000,000 are rescinded. 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses in carrying out fos-
sil energy research and development activi-
ties, under the authority of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95– 
91), including the acquisition of interest, in-
cluding defeasible and equitable interests in 
any real property or any facility or for plant 
or facility acquisition or expansion, and for 
the hire of passenger motor vehicles, the 
hire, maintenance, and operation of aircraft, 
the purchase, repair, and cleaning of uni-
forms, the reimbursement to the General 
Services Administration for security guard 
services, and for conducting inquiries, tech-
nological investigations and research con-
cerning the extraction, processing, use, and 
disposal of mineral substances without ob-
jectionable social and environmental costs 
(30 U.S.C. 3, 1602, and 1603), $708,801,000 to re-
main available until expended of which 
$166,000,000 shall be derived by transfer from 
‘‘Clean Coal Technology’’, and of which 
transferred amounts $108,000,000 is available 
to continue a multi-year project coordinated 
with the private sector for FutureGen, with-
out regard to the terms and conditions appli-
cable to clean coal technological projects, 
and of which the remaining $58,000,000 is 
available for carbon sequestration research 
and development: Provided further, That no 
part of the sums herein made available shall 
be used for the field testing of nuclear explo-
sives in the recovery of oil and gas: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Energy is au-
thorized to accept fees and contributions 
from public and private sources, to be depos-
ited in a contributed funds account, and 
prosecute projects using such fees and con-
tributions in cooperation with other Federal, 
State, or private agencies or concerns: Pro-
vided further, That revenues and other mon-
eys received by or for the account of the De-
partment of Energy or otherwise generated 
by sale of products in connection with 
projects of the Department appropriated 
under the Fossil Energy Research and Devel-
opment account may be retained by the the 
Secretary of Energy, to be available until ex-
pended, and used only for plant construction, 
operation, costs, and payments to cost-shar-
ing entities as provided in appropriate cost- 
sharing contracts or agreements. 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. KLINE OF 
MINNESOTA 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 19 offered by Mr. KLINE of 
Minnesota: 

Page 18, line 10, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $142,000,000)’’. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment would reduce 
funding for the fossil energy research 
and development account in this bill by 
$142 million. These funds appropriated 
in this account go toward research of 
oil, gasoline, coal and natural gas. 

Funding this account at $709 million, 
as in this bill, would be a 191⁄2 percent 
increase over last year’s appropriation 
amount and 20 percent higher than 
what was requested by the administra-
tion. 

This massive increase in spending is 
aimed at research of oil, coal and nat-
ural gas. With energy prices rising, our 
research dollars are better spent by 
going toward alternative and diversi-
fied energy sources like nuclear, wind, 
solar, geothermal, hydropower and oth-
ers. 

You may be interested to know that 
some of the research projects funded by 
this account include: a submersible-de-
ployed micro-drill for sampling of shal-
low gas deposits, ultra-lightweight ce-
ment, and an oil and gas resource as-
sessment of the Russian Arctic. 

Given the record profits being made 
by oil, gas and coal companies, the re-
search of oil and gas resources of the 
Russian Arctic should be done and paid 
for by those oil companies, not by 
American taxpayers who have already 
paid for it at the pump. 

A half a billion dollars in Federal 
funds appropriated to this account, as 
was the case last year, should be more 
than enough for the government’s 
share of this research. 

Any additional funding, and I’m talk-
ing about funding over the half a bil-
lion dollar plus what’s already in last 
year’s bill, any additional funding 
should be borne by the private sector. 

My amendment would save the tax-
payers $142 million and remove that 20 
percent increase in spending on fossil 
fuel research. 

Solutions to our rising energy prices 
are not found in a massive increase in 
deficit spending, and we’ve been talk-
ing a lot about deficit spending today. 

Not only does this bill have a 20 per-
cent increase in spending for fossil fuel 
research, it contains a $1.3 billion in-
crease over last year’s Energy and 
Water appropriation. 

It seems that this appropriation bill 
is another example of ballooning Fed-
eral spending and increasing Federal 
deficits to be paid for by ever-higher 
taxes. 

We know it’s been discussed today 
that the Federal budget that was 
passed by House Democrats earlier this 
year does indeed include the largest 
tax increase in American history. It 
would raise taxes by at least $217 bil-
lion. We’re looking for ways to reduce 
spending, modest ways. That’s all that 
these appropriation bills allow us. We 
can’t address the massive spending 
that comes from entitlement spending, 
but we can get at sensible ways to con-
trol the spending in these discretionary 
funds. 

My amendment is a step in the right 
direction. Let’s save the taxpayers $142 
million and remove this huge 20 per-
cent increase in spending for fossil fuel 
research. 

There have been proposals to put 
price controls on oil companies. I vehe-
mently oppose those, but I don’t think 

it’s unreasonable to ask them to put 
some of those profits back into this es-
sential research and development, take 
the burden off the taxpayers. Let’s in a 
bipartisan way support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the gentleman’s amendment, and 
would observe for the House that, 
again, I am not in total disagreement 
with some of the assertions and points 
that he has made. 

The fact is, there is no silver bullet 
as far as solving the energy problems 
we face today and in the future. He is 
absolutely correct. That is why the 
subcommittee has significantly in-
creased funding for biofuels. That’s 
why the subcommittee significantly in-
creased funding for vehicle technology. 
That’s why the subcommittee in-
creased funding for other types of re-
newables. The gentleman references 
solar and wind, for example. That’s 
why there’s an increase in the hydro-
gen account. That’s why there’s an in-
crease as far as maximization of power 
produced with hydroelectric facilities. 

And so what we’re trying to do is to 
strike a balance, and again getting 
back to my earlier comments about 
quantity and quality, we are concerned 
and spoke about it in the bill language, 
as well as the report language, about 
the fossil fuel program. I certainly, for 
one, absolutely believe that we need to 
do more on the issue of capturing CO2, 
and we have done that in this bill. We 
need to do more as far as in sequestra-
tion of that particular gas, but we have 
to do it intelligently. 

The fact is, a FutureGen program 
that has been initiated under the De-
partment of Energy, from my perspec-
tive, took a very bad turn in the road 
as people continue to look at adding 
bells and whistles, and we had a col-
loquy on that particular issue earlier 
in the day as well. 

I would point out that FutureGen, 
according to the committee report, 
needs to be refocused as an integrated 
gasification combined cycle plant with 
carbon capture and sequestration and 
drop the ambiguity of other, less crit-
ical research components. The com-
mittee believes that by streamlining 
the design to demonstrate these fac-
tors, critical goals can be reached in a 
more timely and fiscally prudent fash-
ion. 

So what we’re trying to do in the bill 
is to have a broad range of new energy 
sources accelerated through increased 
funding. We have done that with fossil 
but have not done so blindly. We want 
to make sure that that money is spent 
wisely, given the fact that nearly 50 
percent of this country’s electricity is 
generated today by coal-powered 
plants. I absolutely believe that we 
should pursue this research and would 
reluctantly oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I yield to 
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the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
TIM MURPHY). 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, although I believe it is of value 
in making sure we question how we 
spend our money. 

I’m concerned that coal provides over 
50 percent of our energy source in 
America. In this bill, there’s $108 mil-
lion for FutureGen which is creating 
energy from coal without emissions; 
$73 million for the other clean coal 
power initiative; and some $376 million 
has been recommended for the core re-
search and development program, 
much of that done at the National En-
ergy Technology Research labs, some 
of which are in my district, and others 
in West Virginia and Oregon and 
around the country. 

We have a 250-year supply of coal 
under our Nation’s soil. Conversely, 
other parts of the world that have oil 
will run out long before we are out of 
coal. 

We have to crack the code in under-
standing how to create electrical en-
ergy out of coal without emissions. It 
is a monumental and perhaps one of 
the greatest scientific challenges of 
our time. 

If we’re able to do this, we’ll be able 
to create the electrical energy and the 
power we need to power our factories, 
to light our homes and run our office 
buildings. Without this, we will con-
tinue to be subject to the whims of 
countries involved with OPEC who ma-
nipulate the price of our energy every 
day. 

A report done this year through MIT 
called the Future of Coal stated that 
we need perhaps billions to deal with 
this issue of finding out how to create 
energy out of clean coal. It is an impor-
tant investment and one that we can-
not lag on, one that we have to con-
tinue to work on. 

I certainly encourage all of us to 
look at ways we can watch for any 
waste involved with how this money is 
spent on every level in appropriations; 
however, I ask that this be one area, 
where America has abundant supplies 
of coal, we make sure that we continue 
to mine our coal because it’s one of the 
few ways that we can do so and create 
energy without having to worry about 
the whims of terrorists and OPEC 
states. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, most of 
the $142 million proposed as an increase 
in the account would support research 
and development of carbon capture and 
sequestration technology. No matter 
what energy future one believes in, fos-
sil fuels will play a significant role. 
This increase would fund the R&D that 
we’ve simply got to do to isolate the 
carbon and store it to reduce emis-
sions. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

One of the things that we have to un-
derstand that we’re talking about 
today on this floor, we’re talking about 

a lot of different kinds of security. 
We’re talking about energy security. 
We’re also talking about economic se-
curity. But really the bottom line 
we’re talking about is jobs in America. 

No doubt that energy is a major issue 
in our country. Our energy dependence 
becomes a problem, is continuing to be 
a problem, but what we have to do is go 
about this in a way that makes sense. 

And when we look at, yes, we need to 
look at additional research in certain 
areas and additional expenditures in 
other areas and nuclear, and the gen-
tleman from Florida brought that 
point forward, the gentleman brings 
forward the fact that we’re increasing 
things like that by 20 percent. That 
would be really good if we were spend-
ing surpluses, but in fact we’re not 
spending from surpluses, and what 
we’re talking about is deficit spending 
and what we’re talking about is an eco-
nomic future for our young men and 
women. 

Because you see what we’re on the 
floor here today trying to do. My col-
leagues and I are trying to save the 
American taxpayers some money, be-
cause we have a leadership on the other 
side of the aisle that’s on a spending 
spree. They think they have surpluses 
that they’re spending, and in fact we’re 
not. 

In fact, we’ve got a $23 billion in-
crease. We have got these ‘‘funny 
money’’ accounts where we’re going to 
come up with the money from some-
place. We all know where that money 
is coming from. That money is going to 
come from the American taxpayers be-
cause they’ve already gone on record to 
say that we’re going to pass the largest 
tax increase in American history. And 
the way they’re going to do that is 
they’re going to tax the rich people. 

Well, let’s talk about the tax struc-
ture in this country today. For exam-
ple, who are the rich people? We’ve got 
1 percent of the top wage earners in 
this country already paying 33 percent 
of the taxes. Now, the next level up, 
the top 5 percent, they get to pay 54 
percent of the taxes, and the top 10 per-
cent get to pay 68 percent of the taxes. 

Recently, the Tax Foundation 
brought forth a point that I think most 
of us knew, and that is, that three out 
of every five, that’s 60 percent, of 
America’s highest income-bracket pay-
ers are small business people. Let me 
repeat that. Three out of every five of 
the people who are in the upper brack-
et, which is the bracket that they want 
to tax, are small business people. 

And what do small business people 
do? Well, they just do something that’s 
extraordinarily great for America. 
They create jobs. In fact, they’re the 
largest creator of jobs in this country. 
And what we did is back in 2003 we 
said, you know what, we want small 
businesses to create more jobs, make 
more economic security for our young 
people, and so we lowered the taxes. 

And what happened? Well, something 
wonderful. We created 7.8 million new 
jobs in America. And you know what 

creating 7.8 million new jobs in Amer-
ica did for us? Well, number one, we 
have the highest home ownership rate 
in the history of this country. 

b 1615 
More people own a home today than 

any other time in the history of this 
Nation. Guess what, more people are 
employed than any other time in the 
history of our Nation. 

What we have to do, the Speaker of 
this House stood up on the day that she 
was sworn in and said, we listened to 
the people. I don’t think they were lis-
tening. If they thought the American 
people were saying we want more 
spending and more taxes, I think they 
misunderstood. 

If the American people said anything, 
it is they want a government that’s 
less, that takes less of their money, 
spends less of their money, lives, 
spends their money like government 
spends their money like the American 
people have to, they have to spend 
within their limits. 

Yes, I will like a 2 percent increase in 
this and a 2 percent increase in that, 
but the truth of the matter is, we can’t 
afford it. If we continue on this trend 
of higher taxes, bigger spending, we are 
going to see these job numbers begin to 
talk. 

So when you talk about we want 
more energy-efficient cars, let me tell 
you, if we don’t have anybody that can 
afford cars in America because they 
don’t have jobs, then what do we need 
energy-efficient cars for? 

Let’s be sensible about our policy 
here. We are making a sufficient 
amount of commitments to many of 
these initiatives, but we have to do it 
in a commonsense way. We have to do 
it in a way that says, you know what, 
a 2 percent increase or 3 percent, 
maybe this program should be elimi-
nated, because this program is not pro-
viding any dividends for the American 
taxpayers. 

We measure, around here, what we 
are doing about our problem by how 
much money we spend on it. Quite hon-
estly, that’s how we got in the situa-
tion of these large deficits is because 
we keep throwing money at problems 
instead of standing up here on the floor 
of this House and debating these issues 
and talking about what is in the best 
interest of the taxpayers. 

I commend the gentleman from Min-
nesota on his amendment and urge pas-
sage. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I read a sign almost 
every day, they are out in hallways all 
over, from the Blue Dog Coalition, and 
as of today, it says today’s U.S. na-
tional debt, $8.807 trillion; your share, 
$29,000. There’s some of us all the time 
we have been in the House been trying 
to do something about that. We have 
been trying to bring down the deficit. 
We have been trying to with our own 
party, the Republicans, with the Demo-
crats now in the majority, get spending 
reined in. 
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Also, in our Natural Resources Com-

mittee, as well as other committees 
around, we have been trying to find an-
swers to our energy problem, because, 
let’s face it, we’re funding our enemies, 
people that want to see us, have dam-
age done to our way of life, if not de-
stroyed. 

So how do we get around this energy 
debacle where we keep using fossil 
fuels that keep funding our enemies? I 
heard a chairman say a moment ago, 
there is no silver bullet. I couldn’t 
agree more. We need every single as-
pect of energy, all of the alternative 
energies, all of the energy sources we 
have, that includes drilling the Outer 
Continental Shelf and areas where it 
would be safe to do so. It includes drill-
ing in ANWR, the Arctic National 
Wildlife Reserve in Alaska, and here 
we’ve got $142 million that is in issue 
here. 

As the saying goes, $142 million here, 
$142 million there, before long, we are 
talking about real money. People in 
our hometowns, they understand, this 
is a lot of money, may not be to some 
of us up here in Washington, but, as we 
have seen recently, as we have seen re-
cently the last couple of weeks in Nat-
ural Resources, people keep wanting to 
study things, let’s study this. 

We were ready to go on a biomass 
program. In the energy bill marked up 
last week, we are going to back up 10 
years and have another study on that. 
We have these programs ready to go, 
and we keep wanting to back up and 
have more studies done. 

What we really need to do is just 
move forward. Some of these studies, 
when left to the private sector, they 
are going to recoup their money and 
their profits. Let them pay for these 
things. They are making all these prof-
its. Why should we use taxpayer dollars 
to do that? 

So we have coal that if the bill be-
comes law that was passed out of Re-
sources, it’s going to make it harder to 
utilize the coal we have. All these dif-
ferent alternative energy sources are 
available, and we keep wanting to use 
money to study them. 

What occurs to me, when I hear there 
is no silver bullet, is not only do I 
agree that there is no silver bullet so-
lution, but I keep feeling like, because 
we keep appointing studies and keep 
wanting to spend taxpayers’ hard- 
earned money to study things, instead 
of just going ahead and producing, that 
the silver bullet may be in the Cham-
ber that’s pointed to our Nation’s col-
lective head here. 

It’s time to quit studying. It’s time 
to move forward, it’s time to use 
money for purposes that are not those 
that should be done by the private sec-
tor, and then we can get back to 
money. 

Then, lo and behold, all those folks 
have been saying we really don’t want 
to raise taxes even though it looks like 
it’s going to be the largest tax increase 
in American history. All those who say 
we don’t want to raise taxes, it’s this 

$142 million here, $142 million there. 
Before you know it, we may even be 
able to lower taxes even further. 

So I will encourage my colleagues, 
let’s quit studying, let’s quit spending 
money that could be going back to tax-
payers if we are not going to need it for 
something more pressing, quit study-
ing, start producing and then that sil-
ver bullet won’t be aimed at our head. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you to the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
this committee as we debate a very im-
portant piece of legislation in the En-
ergy and Water appropriations bill. 

I would like to talk specifically 
about an issue that is vitally impor-
tant to literally hundreds of thousands 
of people in Minnesota, South Dakota, 
and Iowa. The Lewis and Clark Rural 
Water System is a unique water project 
that I am hopeful will receive the ap-
propriate funding as the Energy and 
Water appropriations bill moves for-
ward. 

This Lewis and Clark water project, 
when completed, will provide safe, reli-
able drinking water to over 300,000 peo-
ple in roughly 5,000 square miles of 
South Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota. 
The project will move water from the 
Missouri River into those areas to pro-
vide safe drinking water and the abil-
ity of those communities to grow eco-
nomically. 

Minnesota is called the Land of 10,000 
lakes. Unfortunately, they are not 
equally distributed. For example, in 
Rock County there is not a single nat-
ural lake. The lack of water has a pro-
found impact on economic develop-
ment. Businesses are reluctant to lo-
cate or expand because of the lack of 
reliable water. 

I literally have communities that I 
represent that cannot permit a single 
new home to be built until someone 
moves out because their water short-
ages are that severe. Seventeen of the 
20 local municipalities that are partici-
pating in this project, and I repeat on 
this and say it very carefully, have pre-
paid $87 million of their local share of 
the expenses in order to keep infla-
tionary costs at a minimum. Addition-
ally, all three States involved, Min-
nesota, South Dakota and Iowa, have 
committed to prepay on the project as 
well. 

Unfortunately, the Federal Govern-
ment is the partner that’s lacking. My 
constituents, the people of South Da-
kota and Iowa, clearly understand ex-
penditures of Federal dollars for in-
vestments are not necessarily wasteful. 
If the Lewis and Clark Rural Water 
System receives its full $35 million in 
requests this year, this project will be 
completed by 2018. However, if we are 
funded at the level President Bush has 
requested in his 2008 budget, we will 
not see completion until past 2051. 

The 300,000 people of Minnesota, 
South Dakota, and Iowa can’t wait 
that long. Previous Congresses have 
created a significant budget crisis. I 

hear my colleagues mentioning that, 
and they’re absolutely right. We spent 
at deficit records. We created a na-
tional debt that is staggering, but we 
cannot be penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish. 

The longer we take to provide appro-
priate Federal funds, the more this 
project is going to cost, and it is al-
ready being built. It is already being 
prepaid, and it will produce significant 
economic gains for us. 

I look forward to working with the 
chairman and ranking member to 
make sure this project is appropriately 
funded. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Before I begin, let me just say I con-
cur with the gentleman from Min-
nesota on his priorities that he is set-
ting forth, and I cannot honestly say 
that I am familiar with each and every 
aspect of the provisions that he is rais-
ing there; but from his testimony be-
fore the House right now, they seem to 
at least rise to the level of signifi-
cance, especially when you go to the 
concern of making sure that people 
need to have adequate drinking supply. 
So I appreciate him coming to the floor 
and making that point. 

I think the gentleman’s point coin-
cides with the point that I wish to 
make right now in support of the gen-
tleman’s amendment that is on the 
floor before us right now, and that is 
that it’s incumbent upon this House 
and this body to set priorities. The 
American public asks no less of us, in-
asmuch as we are spending their hard- 
earned tax dollars. The American pub-
lic has seen the misapplication of set-
ting of priorities of this House in past 
administrations and past Houses in the 
past. 

The American public has been out-
spoken when they saw, with regard to 
what happened with Katrina, and the 
infamous case of buying of FEMA trail-
ers, literally thousands of them, that 
were then set on land and never used 
for their rightful purposes. The Amer-
ican public was outraged when they 
said the priorities were not appro-
priately spent with their tax dollars in 
that instance. 

Likewise we were outraged when 
they heard about the proverbial 
‘‘bridge to nowhere.’’ Again they asked 
were not priorities set as to where 
their tax dollars go when it comes to 
transportation purposes. 

Again, finally in the area of ear-
marks, and the latter point raises the 
earmarks. When the American public 
hears about the litany of earmarks 
that come out of both this House and 
Senate as well, the Cowgirl Hall of 
Fame and other such things, again the 
American public asks are priorities not 
set on these matters, again, with their 
hard-earned tax dollars. 

Well, the American public spoke this 
last November and at least this side of 
the aisle heard them loud and clear. We 
must set appropriate priorities when it 
comes to the American tax dollars. 
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Unfortunately, unfortunately, the 

priorities that seem to be coming from 
the other side of the aisle in the major-
ity of cases are not the appropriate pri-
orities that the American public would 
set for themselves. Priority number 
one from the other side of the aisle is 
a budget which raises taxes, the largest 
tax increase in U.S. history upon the 
American family. 

Priority number two from the other 
side of the aisle appears to be an in-
crease in spending with little or no re-
gard to accountability or cutting 
spending in any areas. We see that in 
this case. 

When I hear the arguments made, 
both pro and con in this bill, I am 
taken aback. All this amendment sim-
ply does is to say that the American 
taxpayer dollars should not be there 
and spent to subsidize Big Oil. 

We had similar language in legisla-
tion last year. I know I supported it 
saying that the American taxpayer, in 
light of oil now being sold at over $60 a 
barrel, should not be forced into a situ-
ation anymore to support Big Oil in 
coal industries when it comes to these 
things through tax credits and tax 
cuts. I supported those, saying the 
American public in that regard. 

But, now, today, when we have a 
Member, Congressman KLINE, saying 
let’s at least rein in, let’s at least set 
some priorities as to where our energy 
dollars should go, let’s go to those 
areas, as the gentleman here said, per-
haps some who support carbon capture 
issues; let’s have some of those dollars, 
as a Member from the other side of the 
aisle says, go to renewable energy re-
sources, whether it be wind, water or 
geothermal or et cetera. Let those dol-
lars go to those areas, but let’s set the 
priorities of those dollars to go specifi-
cally to those areas and not on extra-
neous purposes, as we saw in this bill. 

Congressman KLINE gave a couple of 
examples that really just threw me 
when I heard them once again. The 
American public must really scratch 
their head, as I did, when they say, 
should we be giving, as Congressman 
KLINE said, given the record profits 
being made by oil, gas and coal, the re-
search of oil and gas resources of the 
Russian Arctic should be done and paid 
for by those oil companies and not by 
American taxpayers. This amendment 
simply goes to make sure that occurs. 

Likewise, again in the Arctic area, 
submersible deployed microdrill sam-
pling, ultralight cement and oil and 
gas resource assessments in that area. 
Who should be paying for that? The 
American public? 

We already pay for that when we go 
to the pump each time. Shouldn’t it be 
the oil companies who should make it 
a private investment and not the 
American tax borrowers? This amend-
ment simply says let’s set those prior-
ities, let’s reduce spending on those 
areas and make sure that we have the 
dollars from the American public to 
spend on those other areas, be they re-
newable energy or otherwise. 

b 1630 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
KLINE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota will be 
postponed. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. POMEROY, Acting Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 2641) making 
appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2008, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2764, THE DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE, FOREIGN OPERATIONS 
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, from the Com-

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 110–199) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 498) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2764) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of State, foreign operations, and 
related programs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2008, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 2641, ENERGY 
AND WATER DEVELOPMENT AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2008 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that during 
further consideration of H.R. 2641 in 
the Committee of the Whole pursuant 
to House Resolution 481, notwith-
standing clause 11 of rule XVIII, no 
amendment to the bill may be offered 
except: 

Pro forma amendments offered at 
any point in the reading by the chair-
man or ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations or 
their designees for the purpose of de-
bate; 

An amendment by Mr. FORBES re-
garding a study of certain river basins; 

An amendment by Mr. WYNN regard-
ing hydrogen research; 

An amendment by Mr. HENSARLING 
regarding funding for DOE Electricity 
Delivery and Energy Reliability; 

An amendment by Mr. SHADEGG re-
garding funding for hydropower incen-
tives; 

An amendment by Mr. PORTER re-
garding Yucca Mountain; 

An amendment by Mr. PRICE of Geor-
gia regarding funding for the Advanced 
Fuel Cycle Initiative; 

An amendment by Mr. BURGESS re-
garding funding for fossil energy; 

An amendment by Mrs. WILSON of 
New Mexico regarding funding for med-
ical imaging; 

An amendment by Mr. UPTON or Mr. 
TOWNS regarding funding for nuclear 
energy loan guarantees; 

An amendment by Mr. HENSARLING 
regarding funding for DOE Depart-
mental Administration; 

An amendment by Mr. MATHESON re-
garding funding for contract oversight; 

An amendment by Mrs. TAUSCHER re-
garding weapons dismantlement activi-
ties; 

An amendment by Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico regarding funding for weapons 
activities; 

An amendment by Mrs. SCHMIDT re-
garding a prohibition on Global Nu-
clear Energy Partnership funds for cer-
tain nuclear waste storage; 

An amendment by Mr. SPACE regard-
ing funding for the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission; 

An amendment by Mr. NEUGEBAUER 
regarding funding for the Appalachian 
Regional Commission; 

An amendment by Mr. HENSARLING 
regarding funding for the Denali Com-
mission; 

An amendment by Ms. BERKLEY lim-
iting use of funds for the Yucca Moun-
tain Youth Website educational cam-
paign; 

An amendment by Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Mr. COURTNEY, or Ms. DELAURO 
limiting use of Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission funds to review a 
particular application; 

An amendment by Mr. CONAWAY re-
garding use of reductions made 
through amendments for deficit reduc-
tion; 

An amendment by Mr. KING of Iowa 
regarding actions to mitigate global 
warming; 

An amendment by Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut limiting use of Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission funds 
for certain permit actions; 

An amendment by Mrs. MUSGRAVE re-
garding an across-the-board reduction 
in funding; 

An amendment by Mr. PRICE of Geor-
gia regarding an across-the-board re-
duction in funding, which shall be de-
batable for 30 minutes; 

An amendment by Mr. UPTON or Ms. 
HARMAN regarding use of Energy Star 
certified light bulbs; 

An amendment by Mr. SHADEGG lim-
iting use of funds to breach or remove 
hydropower dams; 

An amendment by Mr. HINCHEY or 
Mr. WOLF limiting use of funds for des-
ignation of transmission corridors, 
which shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes; 
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An amendment by Mr. GOHMERT lim-

iting use of funds for a certain settle-
ment regarding the National Resources 
Defense Council; 

An amendment by Mr. CAMPBELL of 
California reducing funds in the bill, 
which shall be debatable for 30 min-
utes; 

An amendment by Mr. CAMPBELL of 
California reducing funds in the bill, 
which shall be debatable for 30 min-
utes; 

An amendment by Mr. OBEY regard-
ing earmarks; 

An amendment by Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey limiting the use of funds 
for international conferences; 

An amendment by Mr. HOBSON lim-
iting use of funds for the Mental Illness 
and Neuroscience Discovery Institute 
in New Mexico; and 

An amendment or amendments by 
Mr. VISCLOSKY regarding funding lev-
els. 

Each such amendment may be offered 
only by the Member named in this re-
quest or a designee, shall be considered 
as read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment except that the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment each may offer one pro forma 
amendment for the purpose of debate; 
and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

Except as otherwise specified, each 
amendment shall be debatable for 10 
minutes equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and an opponent. An 
amendment shall be considered to fit 
the description stated in this request if 
it addresses in whole or in part the ob-
ject described. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

Mr. HOBSON. Madam Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, I need a 
point of clarification on the amend-
ment here on the UC. It’s my under-
standing that this says that no amend-
ment to the bill will be offered except 
the following; but that there will be 
another UC later that will come for-
ward that will allow the additional 
supplemental, to allow that to come 
into the bill at a later date. Am I cor-
rect on that? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. My understanding 
is there would be an additional UC, a 
unanimous consent request, or a new 
rule for the supplemental report that 
would come up. 

Mr. HOBSON. Well, I don’t think 
they want a new rule. I think they just 
want the understanding that there will 
be the provision that comes forth with 
the supplemental material coming into 
the bill. That was the understanding I 
thought was reached in the UC. Am I 
correct? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. My understanding 
is that we would agree to a UC. 

Mr. HOBSON. I don’t think they 
want a new rule. I think the point is 

they don’t want to go back to Rules 
again to bring the supplemental mate-
rial back into the bill at the later date, 
and that is basically the earmark pro-
vision of the bill. Am I correct? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. That’s fine. Yes, 
sir. 

Mr. HOBSON. Madam Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation based on that 
understanding. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 481 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2641. 

b 1640 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2641) making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. POMEROY (Acting Chairman) 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the 

Committee of the Whole rose earlier 
today, a request for a recorded vote on 
amendment No. 19 by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) had been 
postponed. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, no further amendment to the 
bill may be offered except those speci-
fied in the previous order of the House 
of today, which is at the desk. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 

For expenses necessary to carry out naval 
petroleum and oil shale reserve activities, 
including the hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles, $17,301,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, unobligated funds re-
maining from prior years shall be available 
for all naval petroleum and oil shale reserve 
activities. 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

For necessary expenses for Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve facility development and 
operations and program management activi-
ties pursuant to the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6201 et seq.), includ-
ing the hire of passenger motor vehicles, the 
hire, maintenance, and operation of aircraft, 
the purchase, repair, and cleaning of uni-
forms, the reimbursement to the General 
Services Administration for security guard 
services, $163,472,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

NORTHEAST HOME HEATING OIL RESERVE 

For necessary expenses for Northeast 
Home Heating Oil Reserve storage, oper-
ation, and management activities pursuant 

to the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, 
$5,325,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses in carrying out the 

activities of the Energy Information Admin-
istration, $105,095,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP 
For Department of Energy expenses, in-

cluding the purchase, construction, and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and 
other expenses necessary for non-defense en-
vironmental cleanup activities in carrying 
out the purposes of the Department of En-
ergy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), 
including the acquisition or condemnation of 
any real property or any facility or for plant 
or facility acquisition, construction, or ex-
pansion, and the purchase of not to exceed 
three passenger motor vehicles for replace-
ment only, $286,041,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which $250,937,000 is for 
non-defense environmental cleanup and 
$35,104,000 is for non-defense legacy manage-
ment. 
URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND 

DECOMMISSIONING FUND 
For necessary expenses in carrying out 

uranium enrichment facility decontamina-
tion and decommissioning, remedial actions, 
and other activities of title II of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 and title X, subtitle A, of 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992, $618,759,000, to 
be derived from the Fund, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $20,000,000 shall 
be available in accordance with title X, sub-
title A, of the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 

SCIENCE 
For Department of Energy expenses includ-

ing the purchase, construction and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment, and 
other expenses necessary for science activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or fa-
cility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion, and purchase of 
not to exceed 30 passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, $4,514,082,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL 
For nuclear waste disposal activities to 

carry out the purposes of the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982, Public Law 97–425, as 
amended (the ‘‘Act’’), including the acquisi-
tion of real property or facility construction 
or expansion, $202,454,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, and to be derived from 
the Nuclear Waste Fund: Provided, That of 
the funds made available in this Act for Nu-
clear Waste Disposal, $2,500,000 shall be pro-
vided to the State of Nevada solely for ex-
penditures, other than salaries and expenses 
of State employees, to conduct scientific 
oversight responsibilities and participate in 
licensing activities pursuant to the Act: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding the lack 
of a written agreement with the State of Ne-
vada under section 117(c) of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982, Public Law 97–425, 
as amended, not less than $1,200,000 shall be 
provided to Nye County, Nevada, for on-site 
oversight activities under section 117(d) of 
that Act: Provided further, That $4,000,000 
shall be provided to affected units of local 
government, as defined in the Act, to con-
duct appropriate activities and participate 
in licensing activities: Provided further, That 
7.5 percent of the funds provided shall be 
made available to affected units of local gov-
ernment in California with the balance made 
available to affected units of local govern-
ment in Nevada for distribution as deter-
mined by the Nevada units of local govern-
ment: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
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the provisions of chapters 65 and 75 of title 
31, United States Code, the Department of 
Energy shall have no monitoring, auditing or 
other oversight rights or responsibilities 
over amounts provided to affected units of 
local government under this heading: Pro-
vided further, That the funds for the State of 
Nevada shall be made available solely to the 
Nevada Division of Emergency Management 
by direct payment and units of local govern-
ment by direct payment: Provided further, 
That within 90 days of the completion of 
each Federal fiscal year, the Nevada Division 
of Emergency Management and the Governor 
of the State of Nevada shall provide certifi-
cation to the Department of Energy that all 
funds expended from such payments have 
been expended for activities authorized by 
the Act and this Act: Provided further, That 
failure to provide such certification shall 
cause such entity to be prohibited from any 
further funding provided for similar activi-
ties: Provided further, That none of the funds 
herein appropriated may be: (1) used directly 
or indirectly to influence legislative action, 
except for normal and recognized executive- 
legislative communications, on any matter 
pending before Congress or a State legisla-
ture or for lobbying activity as provided in 
18 U.S.C. 1913; (2) used for litigation ex-
penses; or (3) used to support multi-State ef-
forts or other coalition building activities 
inconsistent with the restrictions contained 
in this Act: Provided further, That all pro-
ceeds and recoveries realized by the Sec-
retary of Energy in carrying out activities 
authorized by the Act, including but not lim-
ited to, any proceeds from the sale of assets, 
shall be available without further appropria-
tion and shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That no funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used to pursue re-
payment or collection of funds provided in 
any fiscal year to affected units of local gov-
ernment for oversight activities that had 
been previously approved by the Department 
of Energy, or to withhold payment of any 
such funds. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PORTER 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PORTER: 
Page 21, strike line 22 and all that follows 

through page 24, line 9. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. PORTER) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate this opportunity. I’d like to 
thank my colleagues, Congresswoman 
SHELLEY BERKLEY from Nevada and 
Congressman DEAN HELLER for being 
cosponsors. 

I’d like to talk for a moment about 
the infamous Yucca Mountain project, 
probably the most studied piece of real 
estate on the planet as we know it 
today. That is because the Department 
of Energy and Members of this Con-
gress are trying to prove to the Amer-
ican people that the Yucca Mountain 
project is safe. 

Unfortunately, in the last budget of 
last year, 60 percent of that budget was 
spent redoing problems with a broken 
project at Yucca Mountain. 

Mr. Chairman, it’s broken. Study 
after study after study have proven 
that it’s a broken project; not only bro-
ken, but it’s a colossal waste of tax-
payers’ dollars. Thousands, if not mil-
lions of millions of dollars have been 
spent on investigating the Yucca 
Mountain project to look at their 
flaws. 

My committee last year alone, we 
looked at thousands of e-mails where 
the science had been falsified. They’ve 
spent over $20 million fixing the 
project from the research that we had 
done in my committee. 

Mr. Chairman, if it was Wall Street 
that was looking at this project, they 
would shut it down. Most every senior 
management personnel at Yucca Moun-
tain and the Department of Energy re-
garding the disposal of nuclear waste 
have either quit or left the project. 

Terrorism is another issue. We’re 
trying to put millions and millions of 
tons of nuclear waste in one spot. It 
creates an additional terrorist target. 

It’s an unproven science, but yet 
we’re going to roll this nuclear waste 
through communities across our coun-
try. 

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line, even 
if I supported the project, which I 
don’t, even if I was a nuclear industry, 
which I’m not, I would say it’s the big-
gest waste of taxpayers’ dollars. It’s 
literally a hole in the ground. 

I would encourage that Members of 
this Congress visit Yucca Mountain. It 
is a $12 billion waste of money. If I 
were the nuclear industry, if I were 
this Congress, I would find another 
site. I would store it on site or find 
some other location. 

The science is broken. Time and time 
again, we have found that it’s a flawed 
project, it’s flawed science. If it were 
another project, if it was a school bus, 
if was a space shuttle, with this many 
errors and this many problems we 
would stop the project. 

I encourage this Congress to support 
my amendment striking $202 million 
from this very flawed project. 

b 1645 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman from Indiana is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman’s amendment would elimi-
nate all nondefense funding for Yucca 
Mountain. High-level radioactive waste 
exists in over 38 States. I believe it is 
irresponsible to leave it where it is for-
ever, and it is essential to have a repos-
itory where it can be safely left for up 
to a million years while the radioac-
tivity decays away. 

This waste comes from maintaining 
our nuclear weapons stockpile and 
from spent fuel from civilian nuclear 
reactors that generate 20 percent of all 
electricity in the United States. 

Yucca was chosen by Congress in 1982 
as a permanent geological repository 

for high-level waste and billions have 
been spent to characterize the site and 
prepare for licensing and construction. 

Failure to open Yucca Mountain and 
take custody of commercial spent nu-
clear fuel will cost the taxpayers over 
$7 billion by 2017 when the repository 
could open. Cutting funding and delay-
ing the filing of a license application 
by only a year will simply exacerbate 
the problem and increase this cost by 
more than a half billion dollars. 

Failure to proceed with a reasonable 
approach to disposing of spent nuclear 
fuel will cause the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to stop licensing new nu-
clear reactors and extending the li-
censes of existing plants. Every new 
and extended license must satisfy the 
waste confidence clause. So this 
amendment will constrain our ability 
to grow our economy without emitting 
any more greenhouse gasses. In the 
coming years, it will choke off nearly 
20 percent of U.S. electricity generated 
by nuclear power plants. 

And, again, we have tried to strike a 
very reasoned balance in this bill as far 
as funding for the repository and other 
programs to initiate a sound nuclear 
industry in the short term, and I am 
opposed to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to my friend and an adamant 
opponent of Yucca Mountain, SHELLEY 
BERKLEY from Nevada. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank my colleague for this very 
thoughtful amendment. 

The Yucca Mountain project is a fail-
ure. Twenty years after Nevada was un-
fairly singled out as the proposed 
dumpsite for this Nation’s radioactive 
garbage, the only waste at Yucca 
Mountain is the $12 million that has 
now been wasted on this ridiculous pro-
posal. 

Plans for Yucca Mountain threaten 
the safety of the families I represent 
and the lives of 50 million Americans 
who will be at risk from shipments of 
toxic radioactive garbage headed to 
Yucca Mountain. One spill involving 
this deadly nuclear waste could make 
people sick, die, and shut down our 
roads and railways, and cost millions 
to clean up. 

Nuclear waste shipments are also 
prime targets for terrorists looking to 
unleash radiation on unsuspecting 
communities or to steal material need-
ed to make a dirty bomb. Current plans 
call for thousands of nuke waste ship-
ments on America’s roads and rail-
ways, each one vulnerable to a 
handheld missile or 9/11-style suicide 
attack, the results of which could be 
devastating. 

Decades of ‘‘mobile Chernobyls’’ 
passing by homes, schools, hospitals, 
houses of worship, each an accident 
waiting to happen. And believe me, Mr. 
Chairman, our first responders have no 
training and no resources needed to 
deal with incidents involving these nu-
clear waste shipments. 
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We talk about money and saving 

money by putting more money into 
Yucca Mountain? We have absolutely 
no idea how much Yucca Mountain is 
going to cost because there is no cost 
estimate. We have no time estimates. 
We have no radiation standards. We 
don’t have canisters that currently 
exist that can store this nuclear waste 
and not have the nuclear material 
leach into the groundwater that is 
going to pollute all of the South-
western United States water supplies. 

Now, if we want to do something for 
the American people, let’s end this ri-
diculous folly before it costs us any 
more money. We have the power to do 
it in Congress. It is time that we stop 
this ridiculous proposal. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the ranking member, Mr. HOBSON, in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the gentleman from Ne-
vada’s amendment, as he might expect 
and as his colleague might expect. 

At some point we all have to go be-
yond parochial politics and do the 
right thing for the entire Nation. This 
is a NIMBY approach: ‘‘not in my back-
yard.’’ Under any scenario you might 
imagine, from the construction of new 
nuclear power plants to shutting down 
all existing plants tomorrow, from con-
tinuing with the once-through fuel to 
cycle to beginning to recycle our spent 
nuclear fuel, we will need the first re-
pository at Yucca Mountain. If we pur-
sue recycling, we can avoid the need to 
build eight more Yucca Mountains, but 
we still need that first repository. 

The Federal Government has a statu-
tory and contractual obligation, al-
ready adjudicated in the courts. It is 
costing us money by not getting it 
operational on Yucca Mountain. 

But this is not solely a question 
about what to do with commercial 
spent fuel. One-tenth of Yucca’s capac-
ity by weight, and up to one-third of its 
capacity by volume, is dedicated to de-
fense spent fuel and high-level waste. 

Without Yucca Mountain this mate-
rial will stay put in places like Han-
ford, Idaho, Savannah River, and West 
Valley. Many of these sites already 
have enforceable cleanup agreements 
requiring these materials to be shipped 
off to the geologic repository. 

I would like to think we don’t need a 
repository, but we do need a reposi-
tory. We need it now, not 100 years. We 
need to move forward with this. And 
my real desire is that we won’t have to 
build eight of them someplace and cer-
tainly not in Nevada. But we have got 
to finish this one off. It is a waste of 
taxpayers’ money not to do it. 

I urge opposition to this amendment. 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-

ciate the comments of my colleague 
from Ohio. But I believe there are 
Members of Congress that are in a rush 
to find a place. They have spent 20 
years in a rush. And in the midst of 
that time, we have created a project 
that is a colossal waste of taxpayers’ 

dollars. We need to find a site that is 
safe. 

I support nuclear energy. I do not 
support the waste being in Nevada be-
cause it is absolutely broken. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this time 
and encourage this Congress to stop 
the funding of this very flawed project 
and find a site that is safe for the 
American people. 

Mr. HELLER of Nevada. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of the Porter-Hell-
er-Berkley amendment to the Energy and 
Water Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2008. 
This amendment would strike the funding for 
the proposed Yucca Mountain site, and help 
end this enormous financial disaster for the 
taxpayers and for Nevada. 

Colleagues, Yucca Mountain is in my dis-
trict, Nevada’s Second District. 

Our State has been dealing with this issue 
for literally decades, the Federal Government 
has spent billions of dollars, and we are frank-
ly almost no closer today to opening this site 
than we were years ago. 

As has been stated by my Nevada col-
leagues, over the past 20 years the proposed 
site has suffered from gross mismanagement, 
faulty science and research, and contract mis-
management. 

But we aren’t just opposed to this site in an 
arbitrary manner. In fact, a number of solu-
tions exist that are acceptable and safer, like 
dry-cask storage for example. 

If you’re opposed to nuclear waste traveling 
through your communities, creating safety and 
security hazards in your neighborhoods, then 
you should support this amendment. 

If you’re concerned about the taxpayers, 
wasting their funds, and the wise stewardship 
of Federal tax dollars, then support this 
amendment. 

Both Senators, the Governor and the House 
delegation are united in opposition to Yucca 
Mountain. That should send a very clear mes-
sage to us here in the House about the oppo-
sition in Nevada. 

Support the Porter-Heller-Berkley amend-
ment. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. POR-
TER). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Nevada will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH 
For Department of Energy expenses for En-

vironment, Safety, and Health activities, 
$31,625,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

TITLE 17 INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY LOAN 
GUARANTEE LOAN PROGRAM 

Subject to the Federal Credit Reform Act 
of 1990, as amended, during fiscal year 2008 

commitments to guarantee loans under title 
XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 shall 
not exceed a total principal amount, any 
part of which is to be guaranteed, of 
$7,000,000,000: Provided, That of that amount, 
$2,000,000,000 shall be available for carbon se-
questration optimized coal power plants, 
$4,000,000,000 shall be available for projects 
that promote biofuels and clean transpor-
tation fuels, and $1,000,000,000 shall be avail-
able for electric transmission facilities or re-
newable power generation systems: Provided 
further, That pursuant to section 1702(b)(2) of 
the Act, no appropriations are available to 
pay the subsidy cost of such guarantees: Pro-
vided further, That the source of payments 
received from borrowers for the subsidy cost 
shall not be a loan or other debt obligation 
that is made or guaranteed by the Federal 
Government. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. UPTON 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. UPTON: 
Page 24, line 20, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $4,000,000,000)’’. 
Page 24, after line 22, insert ‘‘$4,000,000,000 

shall be available for advanced nuclear en-
ergy facilities,’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman this 
amendment that I am introducing, 
which I will subsequently withdraw, 
expresses my concern about the com-
mittee’s action to cap loan guarantees 
at $7 billion for new energy projects de-
signed to reduce carbon emissions. 

And before I ask unanimous consent 
to withdraw the amendment, I am 
going to ask the chairman to enter 
into a colloquy with myself, and I will 
also submit remarks from Mr. TOWNS, 
coauthor with me; as well as my rank-
ing member of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, Mr. BARTON. 

Mr. Chairman, under the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005, the Congress authorized 
funding to provide loan guarantees for 
any technology which reduces carbon 
emissions. That was designed to help a 
vast array of technologies such as 
wind, solar, clean coal, ethanol, and 
nuclear. Your committee excluded new 
nuclear plants as one of the tech-
nologies eligible for loan guarantees 
under the 2005 Energy Policy Act. And 
as a supporter of nuclear power, I op-
pose that exclusion. I am concerned 
that this may delay new projects that 
are being planned, and I am hopeful 
that these concerns can be addressed 
when you reach a conference with the 
Senate. 

I would also note that the authoriza-
tion in the energy appropriation bill is 
just that, an authorization. No appro-
priation is required. It is a standard 
practice that Federal loan guarantee 
programs have an annual loan volume 
authorization in an appropriations bill 
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and that the program which is author-
ized in title 17 of the Energy Policy Act 
is unique. We must remember that it is 
self-financing and requires no taxpayer 
funds. Utilities that are building these 
plants will pay all of the costs associ-
ated with the program, including ad-
ministrative costs of processing the 
loan guarantee applications and the 
credit subsidy cost of issuing the loan 
guarantee itself. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would like you 
to help us if you can address these con-
cerns. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the chairman 
of the subcommittee, my good friend, 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s yielding. 

And I want to acknowledge that we 
in Congress authorized the loan guar-
antee program for advanced technology 
that addresses clean air and climate 
concerns. The Federal Credit Reform 
Act explicitly states that loan obliga-
tions can only be made to the extent 
there is an affirmative action on the 
part of the Appropriations Committee. 

The Federal Credit Reform Act pro-
vides that new direct loan obligations 
may be incurred and new loan guar-
antee commitments may be made for 
fiscal year 1992 and thereafter only to 
the extent that, one, new budget au-
thority is provided in an appropria-
tions act; and, two, a limitation on the 
use of funds for the cost of a loan guar-
antee has been ‘‘provided in an appro-
priations act’’; or, three, ‘‘authority is 
otherwise provided in appropriations 
acts.’’ 

However, it is the implementation of 
this program that has raised the con-
cerns of the committee. Our fiscal year 
2008 bill does not provide loan guaran-
tees for the nuclear industry. The re-
quest for guaranteed loans from the 
Nuclear Energy Association, subsidized 
by the Federal Government, is very 
large. It overwhelms what the bill pro-
vides for the entire energy community. 
The administration had asked for a 
total of $4 billion for the nuclear en-
ergy industry and the coal industry. 
This does not come close to what the 
Nuclear Energy Association has indi-
cated they need. The Nuclear Energy 
Association indicates a need for $25 bil-
lion in Federal guaranteed loans for 
fiscal year 2008 and more than that in 
fiscal year 2009. The ‘‘system,’’ mean-
ing the DOE loan guarantee infrastruc-
ture, cannot accommodate a request of 
this size at this time. 

I would also point out that the fiscal 
year 2006 joint continuing resolution 
included $4 billion in Incentives For In-
novative Technology loan guarantees 
for the Department of Energy to exe-
cute, without defining which tech-
nologies to target. The Congress did 
not limit the use of this initial $4 bil-
lion for nuclear projects. The adminis-
tration chose not to make these loans 
available to the nuclear community. 

b 1700 
I believe in the ‘‘go slow approach.’’ 

We should take all deliberate speed for 
the new DOE programs. I recommend 
this approach to the Congress on this 
one based on my continuing concerns 
about how DOE has managed it to date. 
I am, however, open to new informa-
tion about the industry’s plan for inno-
vative technology deployment and dis-
cussion about how DOE can implement 
the program. I pledge to work with the 
gentleman to see if we can come to an 
agreeable solution. 

Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman 
for the helpful understanding. I look 
forward to working with you and Mr. 
HOBSON. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the Gentleman. I rise to associate my-
self with the remarks of my good friends from 
Michigan and New York in support of this 
amendment. Nuclear power must be a part of 
our future energy supply. Companies that are 
planning to build new nuclear plants estimate 
that they will request a loan of $20 to $25 bil-
lion in FY ’08. The companies expect to com-
plete loan guarantee agreements in FY ’08 be-
cause they must have financing in place in 
order to maintain their current schedules. 
Without loan guarantees for new nuclear 
plants, we risk a delay in bringing more safe 
and emission free nuclear plants online at a 
time when we are trying to diversify our sup-
plies of power as quickly as possible. I thank 
the Gentleman for yielding me this time and I 
yield back. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
Gentleman. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment which also goes to the heart 
of my concerns that certain technologies were 
excluded from receiving loan guarantees. Nu-
clear power emits no greenhouse gases and 
needs to be part of the solution towards ad-
dressing the concerns of climate change. In 
some cases, companies have stated that with-
out loan guarantees, plans for new nuclear 
plants will be abandoned in favor of other 
forms of generating capacity to meet the grow-
ing demand for baseload electricity. This will 
not serve our nation’s energy security and en-
vironmental interests. The Export-Import Bank 
has billions of dollars of loan guarantees avail-
able for financing these types of projects over-
seas. Some people joke that it would be easi-
er to build a nuclear plant in Mexico rather 
than in New Mexico. Mr. Chairman, I ask if I 
could work with you to address these con-
cerns as we move towards a conference with 
the Senate and I yield back to the Gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, at this 
point I would ask unanimous consent 
to withdraw my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER) be allowed to offer her 
amendment at this time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MRS. TAUSCHER 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mrs. 
TAUSCHER: 

Page 27, line 4, after ‘‘expended’’ insert the 
following: ‘‘: Provided, That $173,250,000 of the 
amounts provided are available for nuclear 
weapons dismantlement activities at Depart-
ment of Energy facilities authorized for such 
activities, of which $91,000,000 is for the Pit 
Disassembly and Conversion Facility Project 
at the Savannah River Site, South Caro-
lina’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment has been discussed with 
the Energy and Water Development 
Subcommittee, and I understand it is 
acceptable to the chairman and the 
ranking member. 

Before explaining my amendment, I 
want to congratulate Chairman VIS-
CLOSKY and Ranking Member HOBSON 
for the bill before the House today. It 
is a strong testament to their talents. 
Among its achievements, the bill pro-
vides substantial increases for two 
broad national priorities that I have 
long championed, nuclear nonprolifera-
tion activities to prevent the spread of 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
materials and technologies that be can 
used to create such weapons, and sci-
entific research on technologies to re-
duce our dependence on foreign sources 
of energy and on fossil fuels in general. 

The committee report takes a series 
of bold actions involving the Nation’s 
nuclear weapons program, including di-
recting the Department of Energy to 
reevaluate its plans for modernizing 
the nuclear weapons complex and de-
manding rapid consolidation of weap-
ons-usable nuclear material. I want to 
commend the Energy and Water Sub-
committee for their fine work. 

The bill also provides critical funding 
increases to a lesser known national 
priority, the National Ignition Cam-
paign, which is being carried out at the 
Lawrence Livermore National Lab in 
my district. When the NIF is completed 
in fiscal year 2009, it will be a scientific 
tool unlike anything the world has 
ever seen. 

The National Ignition Facility will 
give U.S. scientists unprecedented in-
sight into nuclear weapons phenomena, 
without nuclear explosions, and thus 
play a crucial role in the science-based 
stockpile stewardship program, which 
ensures the safety and reliability of 
our nuclear deterrent without nuclear 
testing. I commend the committee for 
its support of this critically important 
program. 

I do need to mention, however, that 
the report accompanying the bill in-
cludes a few instances where I believe 
the Appropriations Committee ven-
tured beyond what was authorized in 
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the weapons activities account by the 
House Armed Services Committee, 
where I serve as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces. 

Directing the relocation of the long- 
planned Pit Disassembly and Conver-
sion Facility, commencing weapons 
disassembly activities at the Nevada 
Test site without a feasibility assess-
ment, and initiating a major new con-
struction project at the Idaho National 
Lab are all examples of actions that 
would be more appropriately dealt with 
by the authorizing committee. 

Separately, by cutting the funds for 
the mixed oxide fuel facility while de-
manding improved execution on the 
project, I believe it sets up an unfair 
task for the Energy Department. Hav-
ing said that, Chairman VISCLOSKY and 
Ranking Member HOBSON, as well as 
our staff, have been very open to dia-
logue on these issues, and I truly, truly 
appreciate that. 

My amendment modifies the bill to 
address two actions recommended by 
the committee report. First, the 
amendment confirms that the pit facil-
ity will be located at the Savannah 
River site. The site was selected by a 
former record of decision that was 
issued in 2000, which was in turn based 
on the environmental impact state-
ment completed in 1999. 

And second, the amendment directs 
that weapons dismantlement activities 
funded by the bill to be conducted at 
sites authorized to conduct such activ-
ity. 

I want to sincerely thank the chair-
man and ranking member for agreeing 
to accept this amendment. We are very 
grateful for the spirit of cooperation in 
which this amendment was achieved. I 
believe this cooperation is possible be-
cause at the end of the day we are in 
fundamental agreement on most of 
these issues. 

I trust that going forward we can 
continue discussing these projects, as 
well as others, and work together mov-
ing the country forward concerning the 
future of a nuclear weapons complex. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the recognition, and simply 
rise to accept the gentlelady’s amend-
ment. 

This has been a collaborative effort. 
And I would want to also congratulate 
the gentlewoman from California and 
all of her subcommittee members for 
their very good and strong leadership 
in rationalizing the nuclear weapons 
complex and bolstering the nuclear 
nonproliferation programs at the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administra-
tion. 

The fact is, the gentlelady in par-
ticular has exercised great leadership 
in the issues of nonproliferation, mak-
ing sure we have an appropriate and 

rationalized weapons complex, and that 
again, we are very deliberative as far 
as what the long-term nuclear policy of 
this country is. And again, I also ap-
preciate her very early interjection 
into the work of this subcommittee, 
and her cooperation as well as her 
staff’s cooperation. And again, it is my 
pleasure, on behalf of the sub-
committee, to accept her amendment. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
am very excited to continue to work 
with the chairman and the ranking 
member of the Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Committee. 

As I said earlier, our two staffs have 
worked very closely together to 
achieve what I think is some very good 
work on the National Nuclear Weapons 
Complex and other issues. I appreciate 
his accepting of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

An amendment by Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND of Georgia. 

Amendment No. 26 by Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND of Georgia. 

Amendment No. 24 by Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND of Georgia. 

Amendment No. 25 by Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND of Georgia. 

Amendment No. 23 by Mr. SESSIONS 
of Texas. 

Amendment No. 22 by Mr. 
HENSARLING of Texas. 

Amendment by Mr. LAMBORN of Colo-
rado. 

Amendment No. 21 by Mr. CAMPBELL 
of California. 

An amendment by Mr. STEARNS of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 19 by Mr. KLINE of 
Minnesota. 

The amendment by the gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. PORTER) will be 
taken at a later time. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WESTMORELAND 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-

ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 

vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 84, noes 341, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 502] 

AYES—84 

Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bilbray 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 
Flake 

Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Marchant 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Mica 

Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Price (GA) 
Ramstad 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Terry 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—341 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 

Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fortuño 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 

Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
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Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Nunes 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 

Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 

Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Musgrave 
Oberstar 

Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

b 1730 
Ms. CLARKE and Messrs. 

YARMUTH, SAXTON, POE and 
HERGER changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. LEWIS Of Kentucky, TERRY 
and HALL of Texas changed their vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. BROWN 

of South Carolina was allowed to speak 
out of order.) 
MOMENT OF SILENCE IN MEMORY OF NINE SOUTH 

CAROLINA FIREFIGHTERS WHO PERISHED IN 
LINE OF DUTY 
Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr. 

Chairman, last night, nine brave fire-
fighters from my district lost their 
lives in the line of duty. Responding to 
a fire in the West Ashley area of 
Charleston, these men made the ulti-
mate sacrifice in service to our com-
munity in what was the single worst 
loss of firefighters since 9/11. This trag-
edy is a somber reminder of the dan-
gers our first responders face on a daily 
basis as they serve to protect us and 
our property. We are forever grateful 
for their service and deeply sadden by 
their loss. 

Our hearts and prayers go out to the 
families of these courageous men: Cap-

tain William ‘‘Billy’’ Hutchinson, Cap-
tain Mike Benke, Captain Louis 
Mulkey, Engineer Mark Kelsey, Engi-
neer Bradford ‘‘Brad’’ Baity, Assistant 
Engineer Michael French, Firefighter 
James ‘‘Earl’’ Drayton, Firefighter 
Brandon Thompson and Firefighter 
Melven Champaign. 

These men, who had over 100 years of 
service among them, gave their lives 
doing a job they loved. 

I now yield to my good friend, Mr. 
CLYBURN. 

Mr. CLYBURN. I thank my friend, 
Mr. BROWN, for yielding me this time. 
Not since 9/11 have we been reminded 
so poignantly of the sacrifice our first 
responders make to protect our safety. 
These nine firefighters gave the ulti-
mate sacrifice last night doing the jobs 
they loved. As Charlestonians, South 
Carolinians and Americans, we are 
grateful for their service and deeply 
saddened by their loss. 

Our hearts go out to their families 
and their colleagues. This devastating 
loss is one that touched the hearts of 
our entire Nation, and we grieve with 
them. 

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., once 
said, ‘‘Everybody can be great because 
anybody can serve. You only need a 
heart full of grace, a soul generate by 
love and you can be that servant.’’ 

These firefighters were public serv-
ants in the truest sense. They answered 
the call to serve their community, and 
today Charleston and South Carolina 
are better places for their service. 

Among the nine that perished was a 
combined 123 years of service to the 
Charleston Fire Department. This is a 
remarkable testament to their dedica-
tion and selflessness. Their experience 
and service cannot be replaced, and 
their contributions will not be forgot-
ten. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to 
rise and join me in a moment of si-
lence. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, 2-minute voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. 

WESTMORELAND 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 76, noes 351, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 503] 

AYES—76 

Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 

Flake 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Linder 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Miller (FL) 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Price (GA) 
Ramstad 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—351 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 

Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fortuño 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Herger 

Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
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Correction To Page H6715
June 19, 2007_On Page H6715 the following appeared: Ms. CLARKE and Messrs. YARMUTH, SAXTON and HERGER changed their vote from ``aye'' to ``no.'' Messrs. LEWIS Of Kentucky, TERRY, HALL of Texas and POE changed their vote from ``no'' to ``aye.''  The online version should be corrected to read: Ms. CLARKE and Messrs. YARMUTH, SAXTON, POE and HERGER changed their vote from ``aye'' to ``no.'' Messrs. LEWIS Of Kentucky, TERRY, and HALL of Texas changed their vote from ``no'' to ``aye.''  
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Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 

Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 

Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). One minute is left in the vote. 

b 1739 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. 

WESTMORELAND 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 111, noes 315, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 504] 

AYES—111 

Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Brady (TX) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fortuño 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 

Garrett (NJ) 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Hoekstra 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Lamborn 
Linder 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Musgrave 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Upton 
Walberg 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—315 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Granger 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 

Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 

Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 

Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). One minute remains in this vote. 

b 1744 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. By virtue of 

the unanimous consent agreement 
reached earlier, the voting time is re-
duced to 2 minutes. Members should re-
main in the Chamber for the execution 
of their votes for this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 

vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 77, noes 350, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 505] 

AYES—77 

Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Davis, David 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fossella 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Graves 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Linder 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McKeon 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 

Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Pitts 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—350 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 

Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fortuño 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green, Al 

Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Nunes 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 

Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 

Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). One minute remains in the vote. 

b 1749 

Mr. REYNOLDS and Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ 
to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 259, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 506] 

AYES—164 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 

Fortenberry 
Fortuño 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 

Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Upton 
Walberg 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—259 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 

Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 

Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6718 June 19, 2007 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 

Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 

Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Abercrombie 
Bachus 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Kagen 
Larson (CT) 
Marchant 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 

Peterson (PA) 
Schakowsky 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). There is 1 minute remaining in 
the vote. 

b 1752 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY: Mr. Chairman, on roll-

call No. 506, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. 
HENSARLING 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HENSARLING) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 

vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 
a 2-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 121, noes 305, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 507] 

AYES—121 

Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 

Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fortuño 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastert 
Hensarling 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Lamborn 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Upton 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—305 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 

Gallegly 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 

Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 

Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 

Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
English (PA) 

Faleomavaega 
Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 

Peterson (PA) 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). There is less than 1 minute re-
maining in this vote. 

b 1757 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. There are 

four votes remaining in this series. 
Members are requested to remain in 
the Chamber for their execution of the 
votes under the 2-minute time frame 
agreed to by unanimous consent. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-

ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
LAMBORN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 151, noes 274, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 508] 

AYES—151 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortuño 
Fossella 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Lamborn 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 

NOES—274 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 

Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 

Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 

Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Abercrombie 
Buyer 
Clay 
Cubin 

Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 
Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 

Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). There is 1 minute remaining in 
the vote. 

b 1801 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL 

OF CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CAMPBELL) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 107, noes 320, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 509] 

AYES—107 

Akin 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fortuño 
Fossella 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Hall (TX) 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Linder 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 

Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Walberg 
Waters 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—320 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 

Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 

Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heller 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
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Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 

Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 

Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). There is 1 minute remaining in 
the vote. 

b 1805 

Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. TIAHRT 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. There are 
two 2-minute votes remaining in this 
series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-
ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 158, noes 269, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 510] 

AYES—158 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cooper 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 
Duncan 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fortuño 

Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gillibrand 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Issa 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Skelton 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Walberg 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—269 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bordallo 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 

Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 

Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 

Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Rothman 

Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Faleomavaega 

Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 

Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). There is 1 minute remaining in 
this vote. 

b 1810 

Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. ISSA 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. KLINE OF 

MINNESOTA 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The unfin-

ished business is the demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
KLINE) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 
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The Clerk will redesignate the 

amendment. 
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment. 
RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 123, noes 303, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 511] 

AYES—123 

Bachmann 
Baird 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Berkley 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boswell 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortuño 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Markey 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 

Miller, Gary 
Murphy, Patrick 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Reichert 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shuler 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 

NOES—303 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castor 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 

DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Marchant 
Marshall 

Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Abercrombie 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Diaz-Balart, M. 

Faleomavaega 
Larson (CT) 
Moore (WI) 
Ortiz 

Peterson (PA) 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). There is 1 minute remaining in 
this vote. 

b 1814 

Mr. MARKEY changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. POMEROY, Acting Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, re-

ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
2641) making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on motions to suspend the 
rules with regard to House Concurrent 
Resolution 21, H.R. 2359, and H.R. 2284 
will be postponed until tomorrow. 

f 

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
THE RISK OF NUCLEAR PRO-
LIFERATION IN THE TERRITORY 
OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 110–41) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 
printed: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice 
to the Federal Register for publication, 
stating that the emergency declared 
with respect to the accumulation of a 
large volume of weapons-usable fissile 
material in the territory of the Rus-
sian Federation is to continue beyond 
June 21, 2007. 

It remains a major national security 
goal of the United States to ensure 
that fissile material removed from 
Russian nuclear weapons pursuant to 
various arms control and disarmament 
agreements is dedicated to peaceful 
uses, subject to transparency meas-
ures, and protected from diversion to 
activities of proliferation concern. The 
accumulation of a large volume of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the 
territory of the Russian Federation 
continues to pose an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity and foreign policy of the United 
States. For this reason, I have deter-
mined that it is necessary to continue 
the national emergency declared with 
respect to the accumulation of a large 
volume of weapons-usable fissile mate-
rial in the territory of the Russian 
Federation and maintain in force these 
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emergency authorities to respond to 
this threat. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 19, 2007. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, on 
Friday of last week, the House took up 
26 sequential votes on amendments to 
the 2008 Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Appropriations Act, H.R. 2638. The 
fourth of these votes was on an amend-
ment by the gentlelady from Virginia, 
Representative DRAKE, which increased 
funding for the Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement’s 287(g) program. 
This program funds training and activ-
ity of State and local law enforcement 
personnel to carry out Federal immi-
gration law. I believe that immigration 
law is and should be the responsibility 
of Federal border and Customs offi-
cials, and not delegated to the States 
and local authorities who are already 
burdened with protecting their commu-
nities. I, therefore, do not support the 
Drake amendment. 

On roll number 469 when I cast my 
vote on this amendment, however, an 
‘‘aye’’ vote was recorded when a ‘‘no’’ 
vote should have been recorded. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, we have been engaging in dis-
cussion on the appropriations regard-
ing the Energy and Water bill. Much of 
our attention has been on the gas 
prices, which is clearly a key element 
of need for the American people. I be-
lieve that when we finish this bill, we 
will have a strong and positive re-
sponse. 

But at the same time, water is a con-
cern for the American people as well. 
Flooding is a concern for the American 
people as well. I use as an example the 
City of Houston, Texas, that has just 
received the flood mapping that goes 
on under the process of FEMA, mean-
ing that they have described areas of 
residential housing where the maps are 
changing what is a flooding area and 
what is not. 

The tragedy for Houston is that these 
are older neighborhoods where Mem-
bers of the community have invested in 
one of their major assets. Unfortu-
nately, based upon FEMA’s maps and 
the lack of infrastructure as it relates 
to water and flooding, these individuals 
are finding themselves without the op-
portunity to protect their property. We 
have got to change that. We have got 
to make a difference. I look forward to 
working with my constituents to do so. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota). Under the Speak-

er’s announced policy of January 18, 
2007, and under a previous order of the 
House, the following Members will be 
recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KILPATRICK addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EDUCATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES of Ohio) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am glad to join my colleagues from the 
Congressional Black Caucus this 
evening in a special order around edu-
cation. Today, we celebrate 
Juneteenth, also known as Freedom 
Day or Emancipation Day. This holi-
day, celebrated in 14 states, commemo-
rates the announcement of the aboli-
tion of slavery in Texas. 

This day was a great milestone in 
American history. Since that time, Af-
rican-Americans have made great 
strides in this country. However, even 
with those great accomplishments, we 
still find ourselves dealing with glaring 
disparities in our educational system 
in this country. It is time that we stop 
ignoring this issue and bring it to the 
forefront of our policy discussions. 

As our world becomes increasingly 
interdependent, we as a Federal Gov-
ernment have a responsibility to pro-
vide all of our citizens with an edu-
cation that will allow them to compete 
and excel in the global market. 

Sadly, this is not the case. Too many 
of our minority and economically dis-
advantaged students are not equipped 
with the kind of education that will 
allow them to earn a decent living in 
order to enjoy American prosperity. 

In a free society like ours, we justify 
the unequal distribution of wealth by 
equal opportunity. However, any rea-
sonable person will tell you that oppor-
tunities are certainly not equal. There-
fore, I hold a strong belief that it is the 
responsibility of Congress to make pol-
icy that provides the most underprivi-
leged along us with an opportunity to 
succeed. 

We can do this by promoting policies 
that ensure a strong public education 
system does not leave any child behind. 
We need to make a strong commitment 
to our educational system. Our pos-
terity is depending on it. 

My home is Cleveland, Ohio, and un-
fortunately it has been rated as one of 
the poorest cities, where almost half of 
the children live below the poverty 
line. It has been proven again and 
again that there is a direct correlation 
between economic prosperity and edu-
cation. It has also proven that good 

teachers make good schools. But it’s so 
difficult to attract qualified teachers 
to impoverished areas. 

No Child Left Behind requires that 
every State and school district ensure 
that low-income students have their 
fair share of qualified and experienced 
teachers. In high poverty districts in 
Ohio, 42 percent of the teachers teach 
classes outside of their expertise. This 
is problematic, because studies have 
shown that multiple bad experiences 
with teachers can negatively impact 
their students’ education. We need to 
work hard to get quality teachers to 
high-risk schools so we do not let many 
teachers slip through the cracks. 

Another disturbing fact is that only 
51 percent of African-American stu-
dents graduate from high school on 
time in Ohio. This last year, Cleveland 
municipal schools only graduated 40 
percent of their senior class. This is a 
blatant failure of our education policy. 
This problem has no simple solution. 

We are talking about inner-city 
schools with a lack of resources and 
crumbling infrastructure. We are talk-
ing about environments where juvenile 
delinquency is the norm and some stu-
dents fear attending class, where budg-
ets are stretched so thin and there is 
no money available for arts and edu-
cation and extracurricular activities. 

These are schools where classes are 
overcrowded and the teachers are over-
whelmed and forced to teach from out-
dated text books, and the list goes on. 
This is not what we intended for our 
students. We have an obligation to cor-
rect this wrong. We need to do more to 
assist these schools in securing re-
sources that will allow them to lift 
these students up and provide them 
with an education that will allow them 
to continue on to college and to a good- 
paying job. 

It is so easy for Members of Congress 
to demagog ‘‘No Child Left Behind.’’ 
But many of us have supported the pol-
icy, and its intention is benevolent. We 
as a country need to strive for aca-
demic excellence and opportunity in 
our country. It has been a tremen-
dously difficult policy to implement 
and administer, but we cannot give up 
on it. 

We have a complicated primary and 
secondary education system with re-
sponsibility spread through all levels of 
government. To reach a high level of 
educational opportunity nationally is a 
paramount task, but we must per-
severe. The system already works for 
haves, and we have an obligation to see 
it work for the have-nots. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 
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b 1830 

RENAMING THE DEPARTMENT OF 
THE NAVY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, as of today, H.R. 346, my leg-
islation to designate the Department of 
Navy as the Department of Navy and 
Marine Corps, has 60 cosponsors. 

The language of this bill has already 
passed the full House of Representa-
tives last month as part of the 2008 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. This 
is the sixth year in a row that the 
House has voted to support this 
change. 

As a Member of Congress, I have 
heard for 14 years that the Navy and 
Marine Corps are one fighting team. If 
this is true, should not the team carry 
the name of both the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps? The Marines do not serve 
beneath the Navy, they are coequal 
partners. 

I was very pleased to read a comment 
by the new Senate Armed Services 
Committee chairman, CARL LEVIN, in 
an article by The Hill newspaper last 
month, May 24, 2007, and I quote, 
‘‘When asked, LEVIN said he would 
’keep an open mind’ on whether to sup-
port [language in the House bill to 
change the name of the Navy to the 
Department of Navy and Marine 
Corps].’’ 

Mr. Speaker, there is no cost to this 
change. Renaming the Department is a 
symbolic gesture, but is very impor-
tant to the team. It is the right thing 
to do for the team. 

Let me quote the Honorable Wade 
Sanders, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy for Reserve Affairs between 
the years 1993 and 1998. He voiced his 
support for this change, and I quote, 
‘‘As a combat veteran and former 
Naval officer, I understand the impor-
tance of the team dynamic, and the im-
portance of recognizing the contribu-
tions of team components. 

‘‘The Navy and Marine Corps team is 
just that, a dynamic partnership, and 
it is important to symbolically recog-
nize the balance of that partnership.’’ 

I will also quote Admiral Stansfield 
Turner, United States Navy, Retired, 
former Director of Central Intel-
ligence, who said, and I quote, ‘‘I think 
this change in title enhances the pres-
tige and pride of the people in the Ma-
rine Corps. And it does not necessarily 
take away anything from the Navy in 
that process.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, last year, an editorial 
in the Chicago Tribune on April 21 of 
2006 also supported the change stating, 
and I quote, ‘‘No service branch shows 
more respect for tradition than the 
United States Marine Corps does, 
which makes it all the more ironic that 
tradition denies the Corps an impor-
tant show of respect: Equal billing with 
the other service branches.’’ 

That again, Mr. Speaker, is from the 
Chicago Tribune. 

Mr. Speaker, to further state the im-
portance of this, I have beside me an 
enlargement of the orders for the Sil-
ver Star for a Marine from Camp 
Lejeune who was killed in Iraq. It says, 
‘‘The Secretary of the Navy Wash-
ington, DC., Navy flag, the President of 
the United States take pleasure in pre-
senting the Silver Star to the family.’’ 
I will not read in its entirety. 

But Mr. Speaker, I’d like to show you 
what, if the Senate will accept the 
House position, what this does. With 
the same orders for the Silver Star for 
this brave Marine who gave his life for 
this country, it says, ‘‘The Secretary of 
the Navy and Marine Corps, Wash-
ington, DC.,’’ with the zip code. It still 
has the Navy flag on one side and the 
Marine flag. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that the Sen-
ate accept the House position. This is 
the right thing to do for the fighting 
team. The team is the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps fighting team. And I hope 
that the Senate, and I’m very encour-
aged by Chairman LEVIN that he said, 
‘‘I’m open to the thought of this possi-
bility.’’ 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I ask God 
to please bless our men and women in 
uniform and to please bless the United 
States of America. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WATERS addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EDUCATION IS CRITICAL FOR 
TODAY’S YOUTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I join my colleagues in the Congres-
sional Black Caucus to discuss the im-
portant issue of education. Obtaining 
an education is critical for today’s 
youth. An individual’s prosperity and 
quality of life will be directly affected 
by the education they receive. 

We all know the phrase, ‘‘The more 
you learn, the more you earn.’’ In addi-
tion to increased earnings, individuals 
with higher levels of education are less 
likely to be unemployed, less likely to 
need public assistance, and less likely 
to become involved in the criminal jus-
tice system. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s communities 
will also benefit by increased edu-
cation. Those communities will suffer 
lower crime rates, have fewer people on 
welfare, and will benefit from a better 
economy. 

In fact, we have found that in this 
global economy, our competitive ad-
vantage is in education because we 
can’t compete on wages. There are peo-
ple in countries around the world who 
work for pennies and a few dollars a 

day. We’re not going to compete with 
that. 

We can’t compete because people 
don’t have to be in the United States 
to work. If you can work with your co-
workers from across the hall, you can 
work with your coworkers across the 
globe. All you need is a cell phone, a 
computer and a modem, a fax machine, 
you can work anywhere in the world. 

You don’t need to be close to your 
customers. You can manufacture your 
goods anywhere and send them any-
where else in the world almost over-
night. 

And you don’t need to be in the 
United States to finance a new plant. 
Used to be you had to be here to fi-
nance a plant. With worldwide banking 
you can have that plant located any-
where in the world. 

The competitive advantage we have 
is the fact that businesses know that 
they can get well-educated and well- 
trained workers if they locate in the 
United States. But unfortunately, 
we’re losing that competitive advan-
tage. 

In a recent measure of high school 
achievement, we found that students in 
the United States ranked below dozens 
of other countries in math and science. 
And so we’re losing that competitive 
advantage. And the Education and 
Labor Committee is, therefore, focused 
on improving our international stand-
ing. 

Earlier this year, the House passed 
the bill to renew the Head Start pro-
gram with renewed emphasis on early 
Head Start. These programs are crit-
ical to getting our children on the 
right path early in life and the earlier, 
the better. At the K–12 level, the com-
mittee is also working towards renew-
ing the No Child Left Behind Act. We 
will be addressing issues in that bill, 
for example, finding ways to meaning-
fully measure and reduce the achieve-
ment gap; ensuring that all students 
have access to high-quality teachers, 
and to effectively improve those 
schools which fail to make adequate 
yearly progress. 

One of the most critical issues that 
must be addressed in No Child Left Be-
hind is the fact that approximately 
one-third of all high school students in 
the United States fail to graduate with 
their peers. And in some communities, 
as many as half of the students fail to 
graduate and find themselves on the 
path to hopelessness. 

The Education and Labor Committee 
will also consider renewing the Higher 
Education Act, which is primarily fo-
cused on access to college. Last year, 
approximately 1 million qualified stu-
dents did not go to college because 
they could not afford the cost. Since 
the 2001/2002 school year, tuition at a 
public 4-year college has risen 55 per-
cent. But during that same period the 
maximum Pell Grant only went up 
about 8 percent, and in the last 4 years 
didn’t go up at all. 

Unfortunately, this means that many 
of today’s students, unlike previous 
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generations, are being denied the op-
portunity to live to their fullest poten-
tial because they were denied the op-
portunity of a college education. 

This year, the Education and Labor 
Committee is leading legislation that 
will significantly improve access to 
college with improved Pell Grants and 
cuts in student loans. 

So, Mr. Speaker, education affects 
many issues that we deal with: eco-
nomic competitiveness, crime and wel-
fare. And so I’d like to thank the 
gentlelady from Michigan, the chair-
man of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, Ms. KILPATRICK, for organizing the 
effort to focus on education tonight. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

THE TRUE GOAL OF OUR 
EDUCATION SYSTEM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. described 
the end result of education as a person 
having the ability to think intensively 
and critically. He embraced the idea 
that intelligence plus character should 
be the true goal of our education sys-
tem. This truly is the goal that we 
must strive and work towards. 

Helping our children to think is cru-
cial; however, the blocks to build to 
that point are difficult to create. It 
takes support, resources, confidence 
and opportunity, but most impor-
tantly, these pieces must be available 
for each individual no matter who or 
where they come from. 

Today we find our public school sys-
tems throughout America in many 
places in disarray, underfunded, over-
populated, and, in many districts, 
underattended. As a Nation, we have 
moved forward, and then there are 
times when it looks as though we’re 
doing the Watusi, that is, two steps 
forward, and two steps back. 

I can remember a time when, in al-
most any community that you went, 
people realized and recognized that 
education was the absolute key to 
progress. 

According to the Abecedarian study, 
the importance of early childhood edu-
cation is critical. The report shows 
that children who receive a formal 
early childhood education overwhelm-
ingly do better in school. 

Unfortunately, 55 percent of children 
whose families are below the poverty 
line do not receive a formal early 
childhood education. An overwhelming 
number of these children, whose moth-
ers are unemployed, do not have access 

to early childhood education. These 
numbers are astonishing, especially 
given what we already know. 

We are engaged in competitiveness, 
not just in communities and neighbor-
hoods or States, but from a global per-
spective, and unless children get an 
early beginning, they find themselves 
continuously behind and finding it dif-
ficult to catch up. 

And finally, Mr. Speaker, one of the 
areas that I have a tremendous amount 
of concern about is the fact that Afri-
can American males are graduating 
from high school at a rate of less than 
50 percent. As a matter of fact, many of 
them drop out as early as third or 
fourth grade. 

And it’s my contention that they 
drop out because, for many of them, 
they have never seen a male figure 
with a book in his hand. They’ve never 
had a male teacher who looked like 
them. They’ve never seen a male at 
home with a book. And so they contend 
that education is a female or woman or 
girl kind of thing. 

And we must find ways to get more 
male teachers in the classroom, more 
male teachers involved in Head Start. 
And we must get communities totally 
engaged and totally involved, so that 
as children grow up, they will know 
that education has been and will con-
tinue to be the great equalizer, and 
without it they don’t have a chance. 

So I thank you, Mr. Speaker. I thank 
the Congressional Black Caucus, our 
chairman, Representative KILPATRICK, 
for setting aside this time to address 
education issues, especially affecting 
African American communities. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

b 1845 

INEQUITIES IN EDUCATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
today we members of the Congressional 
Black Caucus, under the leadership of 
our chairwoman, CAROLYN CHEEKS KIL-
PATRICK, are taking time to commemo-
rate Juneteenth and reflect on this his-
torical event in 1865 when the news of 
their emancipation was finally re-
ceived by 250,000 enslaved in Texas, 2 
years late. And as we do so, it seems 
appropriate that we reflect on the in-
equities that continue to plague the 
African American community, the 
remedies for which are also too late. 

And so, as we take the floor of the 
seat of government in our country, we 
say the time is now. Again, better later 

than never for this 110th Congress to 
bring another message of freedom to 
African Americans, freedom from eco-
nomic blight, from lack of access to 
quality and comprehensive health care, 
from substandard housing, and from 
the issue that is the subject of our dis-
cussion tonight: rundown, poorly 
equipped, and understaffed schools and 
the overall inequities in our Nation’s 
educational system. 

June also marks the celebration of 
graduation season across the Nation. 
And as we cheer millions of high school 
graduates, we must not forget the 1.2 
million students who left school this 
year without a high school diploma. 

Dropouts are twice as likely to be un-
employed. Even those who work, for 
those who work the pay is low. Oppor-
tunity for advancement is limited, and 
health insurance is essentially unavail-
able. 

This is a particular problem in com-
munities of color. For African Ameri-
cans and Latinos, the dropout rate ap-
proaches an astonishing and alarming 
50 percent and affects all communities, 
large or small, rural or urban, includ-
ing our territories. This high rate of 
high school dropout and the con-
sequent unemployment disproportion-
ately affect African American males. 
According to the last U.S. Census, the 
fraction of black men with a high 
school education or less is about 50 per-
cent, nearly half of the black male pop-
ulation. 

A report published by the Congres-
sional Black Caucus Foundation last 
year indicated that the employment 
for what they call less educated black 
men has been in decline during the last 
decade, and this, despite the fact that 
opportunities exist to reverse this be-
cause of discrimination in hiring. 

The racial difference in the labor 
force participation rates are sharpest 
for those without a high school degree. 
Only half of prime-age black men with-
out a high school degree are in the 
labor force. 

Mr. Speaker, education is everyone’s 
issue. However, the current adminis-
tration seems to have an opposing view 
as they propose to completely cut fund-
ing for the Dropout Prevention Pro-
gram. The Youth Activities Program, 
under their fiscal year 2008 budget pro-
posal, would lose $100 million of fund-
ing compared to 2006, and Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools and Communities 
grant program would almost be cut by 
$150 million. This funding needs to be 
restored. These programs are part of 
the solution to the dropout problem. 

So we in the Congressional Black 
Caucus are issuing a call to action 
across our Nation to reduce the drop-
out rate and raise the graduation rate 
above its current level of 70 percent. 
Keeping our people in improved schools 
must be a part of the debate and be ad-
dressed as we move to reauthorize and 
fund an amended and improved No 
Child Left Behind. 

Today the Campaign for High School 
Equity met on the Hill to address and 
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help us address this very issue. Among 
the reasons cited as causes of the per-
sistent dropout rates are lack of paren-
tal involvement and one I heard in 
focus groups of young men in my own 
district: poorly devised and presented 
curricula that don’t keep or stimulate 
our students’ interests. 

We urge the appropriators to include 
incentives to address this issue, to im-
prove graduation rates and to ensure 
an increase in funding for key pro-
grams like Upward Bound in the 2008 
appropriation. This program also helps 
to reverse our Nation’s dropout rate. 

Another factor that is indirectly re-
lated is one that was the subject of Bob 
Herbert’s column last Saturday, lack 
of employment for teens during the 
high school year and in the summer. 
We are at the lowest national teen em-
ployment rate in the past 60 years at 
33.1 percent, according to one study 
from Northeastern University. Again, 
this bleak outlook is primarily affect-
ing Black teens. 

As Mr. Herbert said: ‘‘This is the flip 
side of the American dream. Kids who 
grow up poor and never work at a reg-
ular job tend not to think in terms of 
post-graduate degrees, marriages, ca-
reers, and the cost of educating the 
next generation. A steady job could 
make all the difference. Along with the 
paycheck comes a sense of the possi-
bilities. Kids develop a clearer under-
standing of the value of education and 
are more likely to stay in school.’’ 

No Child Left Behind created wide-
spread pressure to improve academic 
achievement. While many districts 
have struggled to meet benchmarks set 
by this legislation, far too many of our 
children, especially African American 
children, are still being left behind. 

We need to apply the same pressure, 
focus, and funding to improve the edu-
cational environment and experience 
and to provide the tools that are need-
ed for education success in all of our 
schools. 

The enslaved Africans in Texas wait-
ed 2 years to finally hear the word that 
they were free. Let us not have our 
young children and people wait one 
minute longer for the education they 
need and the future they deserve. 

f 

EDUCATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, forty years ago, the 
U.S. was number one in the world in high 
school graduation rates. Today it ranks 17th. 

About 1/3 of the students who enter 9th 
grade each fall will not graduate from high 
school with four years, if at all. 

High school students living in low-income 
families drop out of school at six times the 
rate of their peers from high-income families. 

Drop out rates are especially high in com-
munities of color: Only about 55 percent of Af-
rican American students and 52 percent of 
Hispanic students graduate on time from high 
school with a regular diploma, compared to 78 
percent of white students. 

In my district, in Oakland, the graduation 
rates for African American males is 26 per-
cent, compared to 57 percent is the gradua-
tion rate for white males. 

In this country, there are about 2,000 high 
schools that produce the majority of dropouts. 

Six million students throughout America are 
currently at risk of dropping out of school. Stu-
dents who fail to graduate from high school 
are more likely to participate in criminal activity 
than students who do graduate. Likewise, stu-
dents with low levels of achievement in high 
school are more likely to engage in crime than 
students with high levels of achievement. 

For example, The Harvard University Civil 
Rights Project and the Urban Institute Edu-
cation Policy Center conducted a study on K– 
12 schools in California. The Center estimated 
that Oakland’s 52 percent dropout rate costs 
the state $14 billion in lost wages, crime and 
jail time. 

Investing in education would save millions of 
dollars in crime related expenditures annually. 

The statistics are staggering and tell the 
story. Approximately 75 percent of state prison 
inmates did not complete high school. High 
school dropouts are 3.5 times more likely than 
high school graduates to be arrested in their 
lifetimes. And a mere one percent increase in 
high school graduation rates would save ap-
proximately $1.4 billion in costs associated 
with incarceration costs, or about $2,100 for 
each male high school graduate. 

We must do better by our children. Nothing 
less than the future of this country is at stake. 
That is why I am committed to effective reform 
that can transform high schools and keep stu-
dents at the greatest risk of dropping out on 
the path to graduation. 

I’m proud to support authorizing legislation 
that will soon be introduced which will help ad-
dress some of the reforms that are needed 
and that is why I’m proud to be an advocate 
on the Labor, Health and Human Services and 
Education subcommittee working to appro-
priate funding to address the crisis in dropouts 
that our country is facing. 

Clearly, we need increased investments in 
programs that keep kids in school and learn-
ing. 

SCHOOL COUNSELING BILL 
On the Labor, Health and Human Services 

subcommittee, I worked with my colleagues to 
include $61.5 million for elementary and sec-
ondary school counseling in the FY08 bill that 
is currently working its way through our com-
mittee. This is a 77.5 percent increase in a 
program that the President would have elimi-
nated. These funds enable school districts to 
hire academic counselors, psychologists, and 
social workers. The additional resources will 
be targeted to improving and expanding aca-
demic and mental health counseling to middle 
and high school adolescents. This significant 
increase is a tremendous step toward ad-
dressing the crisis in counseling in our 
schools. 

AFTER SCHOOL PROGRAMS 
Another critical tool we have in our arsenal 

to fight drop out and to keep kids off the street 
and for preventing youth violence is our na-
tion’s after school programs. 

The fact of the matter is that between 3–6 
pm the rate of juvenile crime triples. 

On LHHS subcommittee, we were able to 
provide a $125 million increase over FY07 lev-
els for a total of over a billion dollars for the 
21st century community learning centers. This 

program is a formula grant to states which in 
turn distribute 95 percent of the funds on a 
competitive basis to local school districts, 
community based organizations and other or-
ganizations is for after school activities that 
make sure that young people have alter-
natives to getting into trouble. 

UPWARD BOUND / TRIO AND GEAR UP 
I want to echo the comments of my col-

leagues here tonight about the problems we 
are fighting as it relates to the Absolute Pri-
ority regulation and the concerns over the loss 
of funding for numerous previously funded 
grantees including 30 percent of our HBCU’s 
and Mills College in my district. I know that 
working together we will resolve these critical 
issues and I want to specifically thank BOBBY 
SCOTT and GWEN MOORE for their leadership 
on the Education Committee and on this 
issue. 

We all understand just how critical these 
programs are that provide a variety of out-
reach and support services to encourage low- 
income students to enter an complete college. 
That is why I’m pleased our L–HHS sub-
committee was able to provide a $40 million 
increase in funding for the TRIO programs and 
a $20 million increase for the GEAR UP pro-
gram. 

f 

COMMEMORATING JUNETEENTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very humbled to be able 
to join my colleagues of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus to celebrate and 
commemorate Juneteenth and to cele-
brate it on the very day that we have 
commemorated it over the years. 

June 19 is a special time for Texans. 
And I would like to, in this very brief 
time that I have, weave in and out of 
the history of the meaning of 
Juneteenth as we reflect upon where 
we are in 2007 in the education of our 
young people. 

The failures of this administration 
are stark, shocking, and extensive. And 
it is hopefully on this day that maybe 
a morsel of what many of us have been 
saying will be caught by someone in 
the administration to be able to reas-
sess and to be able to think about the 
remaining time of their tenure in the 
White House and create a new and dif-
ferent legacy of the educational proc-
ess of minorities in the United States 
of America. 

With that, let me thank DANNY DAVIS 
for the celebration that we were able to 
participate in and his leadership on the 
issue of Juneteenth. I would also like 
to thank Curtis Faulkner of Fort 
Worth, who is involved in Juneteenth 
Heritage and Jazz Festival. I would 
also like to be able to thank Dr. Ron-
ald Myers, who has been working for 
years with the National Juneteenth 
Observance. I would also like to be able 
to remind my fellow Texans and 
Houstonians of Reverend C. Anderson 
Davis, who brought to us the Emanci-
pation Day celebration in Texas. We 
lost Reverend Davis just a few weeks 
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ago, and it is my special privilege to 
acknowledge him for he came as the re-
gional leader of the NAACP more than 
four decades ago to Houston, Texas, 
and he never forgot the routing and the 
importance of educating our young 
people about the emancipation. 

So I stand today to be able to chron-
icle the history and to thank those who 
are now fighting the battle to preserve 
Freedman’s Town in Houston, Texas, a 
town that was formulated by freed 
slaves right after the Emancipation 
Proclamation that is now under siege 
by those who would desire to disrupt 
the few remaining historic buildings 
and blocks and, if you will, bricks that 
make up the street, cobblestone bricks. 
I pray that the energy of those remain-
ing, Reverend Samuel Smith, Captain 
Roberts, Reverend Robertson, will hold 
on, and the number of churches that 
are in that area, that we will fight for 
the establishment of a Freedman’s 
Town corridor in the name and in trib-
ute of Juneteenth and the emanci-
pation of our people. 

Let me cite for those a depictive pic-
ture that shows both celebration and 
shock as Major Gordon Granger came 
into Galveston to be able to announce 
that these yet humble servants, these 
slaves, were yet free. 

Let me quickly go to the language 
that was offered to me in remarks 
made by Curtis Faulkner. I want to 
read, first of all, just a few brief words 
from the message of Abraham Lincoln 
during the emancipation: ‘‘Fellow citi-
zens, we cannot escape history. We of 
this Congress and this administration 
will be remembered in spite of our-
selves. No personal significance, or in-
significance, can spare one or another 
of us. The fiery trial through which we 
pass will light us down, in honor or dis-
honor, to the latest generation. We say 
we are for the union. The world will 
not forget that we say this.’’ 

So he spoke of saving the union, but 
he also laid the ground work for the 
Emancipation Proclamation. 

He continued: ‘‘Other means may 
succeed; this could not fail. The way is 
plain, peaceful, generous, just—a way 
which, if followed, the world will for-
ever applaud and God must forever 
bless.’’ 

This was the genesis of the emanci-
pation of slaves, but yet we are still 
wracked by discrimination and dis-
parity. So when I speak of education 
and No Child Left Behind, I use Hous-
ton as an additional laboratory, testing 
the fear of children and not the learn-
ing of children. We want to reform so 
that all of our children can learn. Poor 
funding for underperforming schools, a 
failure of this administration that 
never decided to fund. Closing schools, 
lack of pay for teachers, all of that is 
meaningful. 

I close, Mr. Speaker, by saying this. 
Freedom is not enough and you do not 
wipe away the scars of centuries by 
saying now you are free. We want the 
emancipation to be known in our 
hearts. We want a national holiday for 

the Juneteenth. And I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to com-
memorate, celebrate, and be reminded 
of the sweat and blood and tears of 
those who stand here today. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

JUNETEENTH/BLAIR’S BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I stand here 
today, along with my congressional 
Black Caucus colleagues, in recogni-
tion of Juneteenth Day. It is fitting for 
us to not only acknowledge where we 
have been in the past but also to evalu-
ate where we are today as a people. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most press-
ing issues in the African American 
community remains the issue of edu-
cation. Many of my colleagues have 
outlined the progress and the chal-
lenges that many African American 
students face as they strive to acquire 
the educational benefits that every 
American should receive. 

In the words of the great African 
American leader Malcolm X: ‘‘Edu-
cation is the passport to the future, for 
tomorrow belongs to those who prepare 
for it today.’’ 

Education is, of course, the key to a 
bright future. And it is the vital ingre-
dient in finding success and achieving 
the American Dream. While African 
Americans have come very far, educa-
tionally, there is still much work to do 
at the Federal, at the State, at the 
local, and at the family level to ensure 
that all of our students are learning 
and are being given the chance to suc-
ceed. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, African Amer-
ican females, in particular, are achiev-
ing gains in education that were pre-
viously unheard of. Black females are 
graduating from college, graduate 
school, and post-graduate school at 
record levels. And this is something we 
can all be proud of and take comfort in. 

However, Mr. Speaker, there are still 
many problems. Today, our Nation has 
more African American men in prison 
than in college. In many urban cities, 
Black males are dropping out of high 
school at a rate of 50 percent and even 
less are going to college. 

One problem that many of our young 
students face is the issue of gun vio-
lence that pervades our community. 
Mr. Speaker, we have to make the 
schools and the neighborhoods that we 
live in safe for our students. We must 
address the gun violence that is plagu-
ing so many of our communities. 

African American males under age 30 
are nearly nine times more likely to be 

murdered than a white male under age 
30. African Americans make up only 13 
percent of the population of our Nation 
but in 2001 suffered almost 25 percent of 
all firearms deaths, and 52 percent of 
all firearm homicides. 

Mr. Speaker, just days ago, on May 
10, a student, Blair Holt, was riding 
home from school on a public bus and 
was fatally shot while trying to shield 
a young female friend from a gunman’s 
bullet. Blair Holt was an honor student 
with plans to attend college, and in-
stead, his young life was prematurely 
taken for no reason at all. Mr. Speaker, 
this school year alone, 31 Chicago pub-
lic school students have been mur-
dered; 31 students have lost their lives; 
31 students have not given their tal-
ents, their skills, and their abilities to 
make this world a better place. 

While this statistic is true for the 
schools in my district, gun violence is 
all around. Gun violence is prevalent in 
so many of the communities all around 
this Nation. And we must put an end to 
this domestic terrorism that is de-
stroying communities and making our 
constituents live in fear. As elected of-
ficials, it is incumbent upon us to 
enact legislation that would help re-
duce the flow of guns into our commu-
nities and help our struggling and frus-
trated law enforcement departments 
all across this Nation to keep track of 
those who possess guns and where 
those guns are. 

I have introduced H.R. 2666, Blair’s 
bill, which would implement a Federal 
gun licensing and registry program. 
This bill will help law enforcement 
track over 200 million guns that are 
too often ending up in the hands of 
criminals, young people, and gang 
members. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2666 is a step in the 
right direction. We must do all that we 
can for our Nation’s children. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. CLARKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. CLARKE addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

b 1900 

GETTING SMART ABOUT IRAQ 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
come down to this floor more than 200 
times to hold the administration ac-
countable for its actions in Iraq. Since 
then, we have seen it all, from freedom 
fries to ‘‘the surge.’’ During these dog 
days of summer, however, we can’t re-
lent. We have to join together as never 
before because this administration is 
moving in new and even more dan-
gerous directions in foreign policy. Let 
me give you an example. 

Several weeks ago, the administra-
tion confirmed what I had been saying 
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for the last 3 or 4 years; namely, that 
they are determined to maintain tens 
of thousands of American troops on 
permanent military bases in Iraq for 
many decades to come. To support this 
position, they draw an absurd compari-
son between the situation in Iraq and 
the situation in South Korea. South 
Korea, where U.S. troops have been 
stationed for more than 50 years. And 
then White House spokesman Tony 
Snow said U.S. troops may have to stay 
in Iraq indefinitely to perform what he 
called an over-the-horizon support role. 
Over-the-horizon support role. George 
Orwell couldn’t have said it any better. 
Call it what it really is, Tony: Occupa-
tion. 

Ever since the administration took 
us into Iraq, I have tried to get at the 
heart of what is wrong with this for-
eign policy, and I believe the answer is 
this: The administration’s foreign pol-
icy has failed. It has failed because it 
sells America short. The administra-
tion believes that the only weapon we 
have to fight terrorism is military 
power, but by relying on military 
power alone and ignoring our many 
other strengths, they have made Amer-
ica much weaker, not stronger. 

There is another answer: A much dif-
ferent look at diplomacy and foreign 
policy. First, we must reestablish our 
moral leadership and regain our stand-
ing in the global community by using 
diplomacy as our first and best resort, 
and war only as our last resort. Presi-
dent Roosevelt said that the Presi-
dency is preeminently a place of moral 
leadership, and that is something this 
administration must learn. 

Second, we must rebuild our inter-
national alliances. We may be a Super-
power, but we don’t have super powers 
like Spiderman. So, we need the help of 
other nations. International coopera-
tion is by far the best way to dismantle 
terrorist networks, manage 
globalization, stop the spread of dis-
ease and global warming, and fight the 
poverty that is the breeding ground of 
terrorism. 

Third, Mr. Speaker, we must stop 
using fear as an excuse to justify im-
moral wars, or as a bludgeon to crush 
dissent and trash our Constitution. 
Again, quoting President Roosevelt, 
the only thing we have to fear, he said, 
is fear itself. Well, this administration 
believes that without fear, they can’t 
move their agenda. 

Fourth, we must end our addiction to 
foreign oil that pumps billions of dol-
lars into autocratic regimes and props 
them up. Let’s get serious about sus-
tainable energy. And let’s export green 
technology instead of war. 

Next, we must renew our commit-
ment to nuclear nonproliferation. It is 
sheer hypocrisy to demand that Iran 
and North Korea halt their nuclear 
programs while we talk about devel-
oping new nuclear weapons of our very 
own. 

And finally, we must take the money 
we are investing in war and reinvest it 
in what makes us truly strong: edu-

cation, health care, jobs, child care, 
the environment, and nonviolent prob-
lem solving. 

I have offered a national security 
plan myself which rests on these broad 
principles. It’s called SMART, which 
stands for Sensible Multilateral Amer-
ican Response to Terrorism. SMART, 
H. Res. 227, is deadly serious about 
stopping acts of terrorism. It would 
beef-up our intelligence capabilities. It 
would enhance our efforts to cut off fi-
nancing for terrorist organizations. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

REDEPLOY FOR A SECURE 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SESTAK) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SESTAK. Mr. Speaker, a little 
over 5 years ago, I was in the war in Af-
ghanistan, first on the ground for a 
very short period of time, and then I 
returned in charge of an aircraft car-
rier battle group. I saw a just war. 

Eighteen months later, I went back 
to Afghanistan, on the ground again, 
and saw what we had not accomplished 
because we had diverted our attention 
and our resources, our Special Forces, 
our Psychological Operation Forces, 
our Civil Affairs Forces, those and our 
attention were diverted to the tragic 
misadventure in Iraq. 

To me, Afghanistan is a poster child 
for what we have failed to do, and that 
is to remain engaged throughout this 
world, to be ready here at home in 
order to provide for a strong defense in 
support of our diplomacy of engage-
ment. 

I am not antiwar. I am pro-security. 
And that is my concern, that Iraq is 
every day seriously degrading the stra-
tegic security of America. It is why I 
believe that there is a different strat-
egy to redeploy from Iraq with a date 
that is certain, one that is out there in 
order to change the behavior of those 
nations in that region, give them a dif-
ferent incentive to work towards sta-
bility so that as we redeploy over a 
fixed timetable, we will leave behind a 
state that is fairly stable and that is 
not failing. 

I believe, having been in Iraq with 
Senator HAGEL and having traveled 
throughout that country, that my be-
lief is only reinforced that we can no 
longer provide the political and the 
military cover for the Iraqi leadership 
that has failed to step up to the plate, 
that has failed, being in control of 32 
ministries in Baghdad, to stop pursuing 
personal ambition, establishing per-
sonal fiefdom as our soldiers provide 
them not only the military, but the po-

litical cover, not to take the chal-
lenging decisions that they must take. 

But I also believe, beyond that it is 
wrong to double-down on a bad bet by 
putting more troops into what is a civil 
war and that our military cannot re-
solve, the best military in the world, I 
believe a date certain also changes the 
incentives, the structure of incentives 
to change the behavior of Iran and 
Syria. 

Everywhere Senator HAGEL and I 
went in Iraq we heard that Iran has 
undue influence. Yes, they do. We’re 
bleeding, bleeding profusely. But when 
I asked our senior political leader 
there, if we were to redeploy, does Iran 
want a failed state? The answer was, 
no, they don’t. With a date certain and 
the confidence the United States 
should have, having dealt with the So-
viet Union, having dealt with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, bringing it into 
the world’s community, we should have 
the confidence to deal with Iran and 
Syria. Bring them together to work, 
with a date certain as their incentive 
toward working on the extreme ele-
ments in Iraq as we work in the center 
to bring about an unfailed state that 
can only be brought about by a date 
that is certain to redeploy. 

It took us 6 months to redeploy from 
Somalia, a much smaller contingency 
of forces. We have over 100,000 civilians 
in Iraq, in addition to our troops. I be-
lieve that the Democratic leadership, 
working with the Republicans, should 
work towards what the President said. 
We will not have an open-ended com-
mitment. With a date certain, working 
together, we can, on an authorization 
bill, a bill that establishes a date be-
yond which no funding would be per-
mitted for troops within Iraq, while we 
use appropriations bills to continue to 
fund our forces so that we do not ever 
again, as we did in the last month, 
place those forces, those whom we 
serve with, wearing the cloth of our 
Nation that we sent to war, that we 
never again play a game of chicken be-
tween us and the President. 

Being in the military is a dangerous 
business. It has, as someone said, the 
dignity of danger. It does not, however, 
have to be unsafe. Fund them fully 
with a date that is certain in our au-
thorization bill by which we must rede-
ploy, with enough timeline that the na-
tions there can be brought together 
under U.S. leadership to bring about, 
by the only possible means that it can 
be done, diplomacy, strong diplomacy, 
as we remain in the region on our bases 
in Amman, Qatar, Bahrain, carrier bat-
tle groups, disengage, reengage in Af-
ghanistan as well as here at home and 
elsewhere around this world in order to 
bring about a stronger security for 
America. 

f 

THE BUSH-KENNEDY AMNESTY 
BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:20 Jul 28, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~3\2007NE~2\H19JN7.REC H19JN7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

70
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6728 June 19, 2007 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, it 
was a great victory for the American 
people when the Bush-Kennedy am-
nesty bill was withdrawn from consid-
eration in the Senate 2 weeks ago with 
such a stinging rebuke from the voters, 
because we understand that the voters 
had contacted their elected Represent-
atives in such number that the bill was 
no longer tenable. After that rebuke 
from the voters, one would think that 
the White House and the congressional 
leadership would have listened to the 
American people and concentrated on 
securing our borders and moving for-
ward with those activities to secure 
our country, and forget about legal-
izing the status of 15 to 20 million peo-
ple who are in our country illegally. 
Well, how wrong we were. Like a bad 
horror movie, the monster you thought 
had been killed is somehow being 
brought back to life. It’s rearing its 
ugly head again in the sequel. Well, 
here it is, Nightmare on North Capitol 
Street, part two, starring the Bush- 
Kennedy amnesty bill. This time we 
need to drive a stake into the heart of 
this monstrous threat to the American 
people. 

And what threat am I talking about? 
It is about time that the Washington 
elite and the elite of America’s busi-
ness community understand what im-
pact this massive flow of immigration 
into our society has had on the life of 
the American people. 

What we face in California and now 
throughout the country is a disintegra-
tion of our education system. Our 
schools, for which our children are de-
pendent on their education and the fu-
ture of their lives, are being dimin-
ished in terms of their capability of 
educating our children because there is 
a massive influx of children into our 
school systems, children who should 
not even be in this country. 

We have a health care system that is 
in crisis. Today, we see in California 
and we see in other States as well the 
closing of emergency rooms. So Amer-
ican citizens whose children are out on 
the highways, if there is an accident, 
may now not be able to go to emer-
gency rooms to get treated, to have 
their lives saved, where only a few 
short years ago, maybe 10 or 15 years 
ago, there was an emergency room to 
service that. 

Why are these emergency rooms clos-
ing? Why is the health care system in 
our country breaking down? This mas-
sive influx of immigrants, illegal immi-
grants, into our society. In fact, many 
people today are not able to pay for 
their health care insurance. And why is 
health care so high? One of the major 
reasons health care insurance is so 
high is when American citizens go to 
hospitals in order to be treated, their 
health care policy, which is massively 
expensive, also has to take care of 
those people who have no health care 
insurance, many of whom, a large num-
ber of whom are of course illegal immi-
grants. 

And what about our criminal justice 
system? Our criminal justice system in 
California is breaking down. It’s being 
crowded to the point where if someone 
does commit a misdemeanor or a 
crime, even a violent crime at times, 
they are let out on bond or sometimes 
they are let out on their own recog-
nizance because there is no place to put 
them. These criminals, many of whom 
have come here illegally into our coun-
try, end up coming here because they 
know the punishment here is nothing 
as compared to the countries from 
which they are coming from. 

Our criminal justice system is not 
protecting our citizens. If someone in 
your family is raped or murdered or 
robbed or run down by a drunk driver, 
well, now it is highly likely that, or I 
should say that the chances are very 
good that the person who is victimizing 
our family is here illegally and should 
never be in the country in the first 
place. 

And what about the wages of ordi-
nary Americans? Ordinary Americans 
now find that, yes, when they get out 
of school, they expect to get good jobs 
and good paying jobs. But, no. What we 
have is, with the massive influx of peo-
ple into our country who will work far 
below the wages that Americans will 
work for, they have bid down the wages 
of our people. Now, that may not mean 
too much to the top 10 percent or the 
elite of the business community, but 
that means everything, everything, to 
ordinary Americans who are struggling 
to make ends meet. Our elite has not 
been hurt, our elite has not been vic-
timized, but ordinary Americans find 
themselves not being able to get the 
paying jobs that will help them pay 
what is necessary to be in a middle- 
class existence in this country. 

b 1915 

At the same time, unfortunately, we 
see an unfortunate trend among cor-
porate executives, especially among 
the CEOs of companies, in paying 
themselves 10, 20, 30, even $100 million 
in compensation at the same time that 
the wage level of average Americans is 
under attack by a massive influx of 
illegals which is supported by the busi-
ness elite. 

Whose side is our government on? Is 
it on the side of the business elite that 
is willing to lay their own workers off, 
giving themselves huge salaries, and 
then bringing on illegals or sending 
their manufacturing to China so that 
slave labor can do the job and then giv-
ing themselves huge corporate sala-
ries? Are we on the side of people who 
are coming here from other countries 
who, yes, they are benefited by coming 
here at the expense of ordinary Ameri-
cans? 

It is no mistake that this is hap-
pening. All of these dire consequences 
that are going on is not something that 
just happened. It was not something 
that was unavoidable. What is hap-
pening is a product of bad policy, pol-
icy that is not something that has been 

a mistake in policy, but an intentional 
policy that has been in place for 20 
years. 

We now have 15 to 20 million illegal 
immigrants in our country. And that is 
not just something that happened. It 
happened because it was planned by 
those people who are making the policy 
in the last 20 years, people who were 
paying attention to the corporate elite, 
who want to bid down wages, and also 
to the liberal left wing of the Demo-
cratic Party which controls the Demo-
cratic Party who think that with huge 
numbers of immigrants coming into 
our country, they can change America. 

Neither one of those two groups of 
people who have such enormous influ-
ence in the Capitol of the United 
States are representing or watching 
out for the American people. 

Well, what we have done is given re-
wards to those people who have come 
here illegally. And then we wonder why 
they come here. They say, ‘‘Give it and 
they will come.’’ Well, there is no 
doubt about it; we give a reward to 
people who live in poverty, abject pov-
erty, in different countries. If we let 
them know they can have education 
benefits that should be going to Ameri-
cans, but they now can get them for 
their children; if they know their chil-
dren and their families will be given 
health care and health treatment with 
money that should be going to Ameri-
cans; if they know that if they break 
the law that the penalties they face 
here are actually much lower than in 
the countries they are in; and if they 
know even if they are caught crossing 
our border and caught here illegally, 
they will not be punished, why 
wouldn’t they come here? 

This is not something that was un-
predictable. We have 15 to 20 million 
people bidding down our wages, de-
stroying our education system, de-
stroying our health care system, mak-
ing our streets and our communities 
not safe for our own families; and their 
presence here was not a mistake. It 
was planned out. Because people knew 
that if we give the benefits of jobs, 
good jobs, and the benefits that I just 
described that should be going to 
Americans, that people will come here 
from other countries. 

No border protection will stop the 
massive flow of illegal immigrants into 
our country if we continue to give huge 
rewards, a treasure house of rewards, 
to those people who are coming here. 
Don’t say that you want to strengthen 
the border because you really are seri-
ous about trying to stop illegal immi-
gration if you are unwilling to cut off 
the benefits that are the lure, which 
are the magnet that bring people here. 

Of course, there are those who claim 
that, who would like to say, well, yes, 
we really are concerned about this, and 
we’re going to strengthen the Border 
Patrol. Let’s just note that the Ken-
nedy-Bush amnesty bill that was in the 
Senate suggested that they were going 
to strengthen the Border Patrol en-
forcement and enforcement mecha-
nisms. Yet, everything in that bill that 
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dealt with enforcement; strengthening 
the Border Patrol, strengthening the 
fence, strengthening the ability of em-
ployers to be held accountable if they 
hire illegals; all of those things are al-
ready law but have not been enforced. 

In fact, it is even worse that they 
haven’t been enforced. This adminis-
tration has actually undermined the ef-
fort to try to enforce the laws against 
illegal immigration, and they have 
done everything they can. While the 
bill suggests they want to strengthen 
them, and the President has had his 
picture taken many times on the bor-
der with Border Patrol agents saying 
how important they are, yet there has 
been no other administration that has 
so demoralized and attacks our Border 
Patrol agents in doing their duty. 

By now, most Americans understand 
that there are two Border Patrol 
agents that are languishing in prison 
as I give this speech. But there are 
many such Border Patrol agents, there 
are many such law enforcement offi-
cers, who this administration has 
thrown the book at in order to send a 
message to those law enforcement offi-
cers and those Border Patrol agents 
who are there on the border trying to 
deflect this massive invasion from our 
southern border, and this administra-
tion has thrown the book at them if 
they make any mistake. A police offi-
cer who makes a mistake, a Border Pa-
trol officer who makes a mistake, now 
understands that he or she will be pros-
ecuted to the extent of the law, and the 
benefit of the doubt will be given to the 
illegal alien, even if the illegal alien is 
a criminal involved in such things as 
drug smuggling. 

What of course is brought to mind is 
the case of Ramos and Compean. As I 
speak today, Ramos and Compean lan-
guish in Federal penitentiaries, where 
they have been held for 133 days in soli-
tary confinement. 

Mr. and Mrs. America, do you under-
stand that the people who went out 
there to protect our families have been 
prosecuted to the fullest extent of the 
law, while a drug dealer who they were 
trying to stop was given immunity in 
order to convict them of mistakes? And 
those mistakes were turned into what? 
Into felonies by this administration. 

Johnny Sutton, who is the U.S. at-
torney, has a long-time relationship 
with our President. One might even 
call him a crony, or some might call 
him a member of the Bush family in 
that sense, that he has been with him 
for a long time. He is a protege of our 
President. This man determined that 
Ramos and Compean would be pros-
ecuted to the fullest extent of the law 
and that the drug dealer that they 
stopped on the Mexican-American bor-
der would be granted immunity and 
that his word would be taken over the 
word of the Border Patrol agents. 

What happened was that 2 years ago, 
these two Border Patrol agents who 
have unblemished records, these two 
Border Patrol agents who have 15 years 
of experience at the Border Patrol be-

tween them and a pristine on-the-job 
record, both of them U.S. military vet-
erans, one of them a 10-year veteran of 
the Naval Reserves, these men were on 
the job and they saw a truck that had 
clearly come across the border. They 
tried to stop it. The man in the truck 
ran out. They intercepted him. A scuf-
fle ensued. The man then, after being 
involved in a physical altercation with 
a police officer, began to run toward 
the border. 

His version is they immediately shot 
him in the back. Of course, the U.S. at-
torney has repeated over and over 
again the lie that two U.S. Border Pa-
trol agents shot a man in the back as 
he was running away. How many times 
have we heard Mr. Sutton say that? 
And then he also insinuated that the 
two Border Patrol agents are corrupt, 
using the word ‘‘corrupt.’’ 

This administration has backed up 
their prosecutor who used that rhet-
oric, who threw the book at the Border 
Patrol agents, even though the Border 
Patrol agents suggested there had been 
a physical altercation; that the man 
who was actually involved with them 
at that moment trying to smuggle $1 
million worth of drugs into our coun-
try was turning, and the two Border 
Patrol agents suggested they thought 
they saw him turning with an object in 
his hand. The seconds were passing just 
like this. What do you think when you 
see someone who is trying to smuggle 
things across the border? You assume 
they are armed. 

The Border Patrol agents, Ramos and 
Compean, shot at him, thinking that 
he was armed, and he got away. They 
didn’t know if they had hit him or not. 
Well, the U.S. attorney took the word 
of the drug dealer that he didn’t have a 
gun. 

Now, first of all, how do we know 
that the drug dealer didn’t have a gun? 
He had $1 million worth of drugs. Was 
he thus trying to smuggle all those 
very expensive drugs, was he trying to 
do this unarmed? Is that what the drug 
cartel does? No. If you have got a valu-
able shipment, generally the Border 
Patrol agents understand that people 
who are smuggling drugs are armed be-
cause they have something of great 
value. Their drugs were worth $1 mil-
lion in this case. Should we assume 
that this man had a gun? I think that 
was a logical assumption. 

What is more important is the only 
word that we have that he didn’t have 
a gun was that the drug smuggler him-
self made that claim. Should we be-
lieve the drug smuggler over the two 
Border Patrol agents? That is what our 
prosecutor did. 

That is the policy of this administra-
tion. This administration gave total 
immunity to the drug dealer and threw 
the book at the Border Patrol agents, 
who have risked their lives to protect 
our families. If they had been stopping 
a terrorist who had a truckload of nu-
clear material, a dirty bomb aimed at 
El Paso or some other city, these two 
Border Patrol agents would have been 

heralded as heroes. Instead, it was a 
Mexican, instead of an Arab terrorist, 
and the Mexican drug dealer was given 
immunity, and the Border Patrol 
agents are now languishing in prison, 
having been charged with attempted 
murder. 

The jury in that trial, by the way, 
was lied to. They were told that the 
drug dealer had never done this before, 
even though newspaper accounts sug-
gest that his family said he had been 
hauling drugs for a long time, since he 
was 14 years old, and that he indeed 
carried a gun many times when he was 
smuggling drugs. 

This administration decided that 
they were going to prosecute not only 
the Border Patrol agents, but they 
were going to lie to the jury and por-
tray the drug dealer as this is the only 
time he ever did it, and, guess what? 
He only did it because he needed to 
make money for his sick mother’s med-
icine. That type of tripe was allowed to 
be told to the jury. 

And let us note that three of the ju-
rors after this was over broke down in 
tears when they were told that they 
could have actually voted not guilty, 
the foreman of their jury told them 
that if the majority voted guilty, they 
had to vote guilty. 

Johnny Sutton, our U.S. Attorney, 
claims that he didn’t have a choice. He 
did have a choice, and it reflects on 
this administration, and that choice 
was to prosecute our defenders and give 
the benefit of the doubt and immunity 
to a Mexican drug dealer. He had a 
choice of who to prosecute. 

They also had a choice of whether 
they were going to tell the jury that 
this same drug dealer had been fingered 
for a second drug shipment, even after 
the Ramos-Compean incident, before 
they went to trial. But that was kept 
from the jury as well. 

The U.S. attorney claims that Ramos 
and Compean were corrupt. Now he de-
fends that saying, well, anybody who 
would shoot an unarmed man is cor-
rupt. Well, let me tell you this, another 
bit of lawyer-like legalese that the 
American people can understand: The 
Border Patrol agents have no corrup-
tion in their background whatsoever. 
Yet the U.S. attorney is calling them 
corrupt. 

b 1930 

Department of Homeland Security 
briefers who briefed Members of Con-
gress on these two Border Patrol 
agents claimed they said ‘‘we are going 
to go out today and shoot some Mexi-
cans.’’ And kept that up for months 
and then had to admit it was a total 
lie. 

Something is dreadfully wrong here. 
What is dreadfully wrong is we have a 
President who is trying to send a mes-
sage to the Border Patrol agents that 
they should not use their weapons or 
they are going to be prosecuted. Well, 
if you can’t use your weapons on the 
border, how are we going to protect the 
border? No drug dealer or smuggler or 
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terrorist is going to stop. If a Border 
Patrol agent says stop, but I can’t use 
my weapon, you have lost control of 
the borders over a nonsensical policy 
and it has resulted in two of our heroes 
languishing in solitary confinement. 

This administration is so mean-spir-
ited and so nasty that when one of the 
Border Patrol agents was beaten up by 
a Mexican gang in prison, they refused 
to even consider asking the judge to let 
them out on appeal, which even com-
mon criminals are let out on appeal. 
No, they went into solitary confine-
ment, quote, ‘‘for their own protec-
tion.’’ 

My staff visited Agent Ramos who 
has been in solitary confinement for 
133 days. He has lost 25–35 pounds. They 
are not giving him proper medical care. 
This man, who was part of the Naval 
Reserve for 10 years, who risked his life 
for us, put his life on the border trying 
to stop drug dealers from bringing 
drugs into our communities, and this 
President refused to even consider ask-
ing the judge to let them out on bond 
until their appeal is heard. 

Why is that? My guess is the Presi-
dent has made an agreement with the 
Mexican Government that there will be 
no use of weapons on our border, and 
this is part of a bigger picture, bigger 
understanding, bigger vision of our 
President, that we should have an open 
border with Mexico so we can have a 
country sort of like the border between 
Belgium and France in the future. 

How do we know that the President 
has bigger visions that he doesn’t let 
us know about? He made an agreement 
with the Mexican Government to pro-
vide Social Security benefits to illegals 
who have worked here if we indeed ever 
legalize the status of those people who 
are illegally working in our country. 
So yes, we are going to provide Social 
Security. That is part of the total-
ization agreement. And for 2 years we 
couldn’t get that information about 
that secret understanding between our 
President and Mexico until Freedom of 
Information Act lawsuits forced them 
to disclose that. 

What other agreements do we have? 
One must be that we are not going to 
use our weapons on the border unless 
our people are shot at first. What does 
that do to control of the border? That 
means we have lost total control. The 
Border Patrol agents understand this. 
They have never been more demor-
alized. And you tell me that we should 
believe that the President is serious 
about this issue and that Senator KEN-
NEDY and President Bush will indeed 
strengthen the Border Patrol when 
they have done everything in their 
power to demoralize the Border Patrol? 

The bill that was being proposed in 
the Senate, that was withdrawn, had 
one purpose and one purpose only. It 
was not to strengthen enforcement or 
strengthen the Border Patrol or in-
crease the number of beds for detention 
for illegal immigrants. All of those 
things were already done by law. And 
the bill that was being proposed actu-

ally decreased the amount of enforce-
ment already mandated by law. 

There was one purpose and that pur-
pose was to legalize the status of 15–20 
million people who are in our country 
illegally. The enhancement provisions 
of that bill were fraudulent because 
those provisions were already man-
dated by laws that have already passed 
and are not being enforced by this ad-
ministration. 

So the American people when they 
heard this and understood what was 
being presented to them, and we kept 
hearing we have to have a comprehen-
sive bill. A ‘‘comprehensive bill’’ only 
means legalization. Enhancement is 
there to cover up the fact that legaliza-
tion is what is going on. 

The American people when they fi-
nally understood that, and thank God 
we have people on talk radio shows 
around this country who alerted the 
American people to the legislative 
threat that was coming down the pike, 
the American people rose up in a right-
eous rage and made sure that their 
Members of Congress and Members of 
the Senate were alerted to the fact 
they would not put up with this be-
trayal of their interests. 

But the American people are up 
against an incredibly powerful adver-
sary in Washington. It is an unholy al-
liance between business and the liberal 
left that controls the Democratic 
Party. The business community wants 
lower wages. The business community 
wants to bid down not only the wages 
of the illegal immigrants that are com-
ing over, and not only will they pay 
fewer wages to them, but they actually 
can pay lower wages to the American 
people because having the presence of 
20 million people here actually brings 
down the wage level that they have to 
pay to get the job done. 

So you have the business community 
pushing for policies that will not in-
hibit the massive flow of immigrants 
into our society, and you have the lib-
eral left who really believe that they 
want to change the fundamentals of 
America and that a massive flow of 
illegals into our country, or at least a 
presence of a large number of immi-
grants, is going to help them change 
America. 

Well, the businessmen of course don’t 
say that. That is not what officially is 
the reason. That is not officially how 
they can claim that they want to bring 
in people from other countries. They 
are claiming that they can’t find 
Americans to do jobs. Before it was 
there are no Americans who will work 
at these jobs, and now they have 
changed the word that there aren’t 
Americans who are working at these 
jobs. 

Let me note that I believe the Amer-
ican people will work on any job as 
long as the pay is right. We have 60 
million Americans of working age who 
are not working in this country. But 
we are being told by the business com-
munity we can’t find anybody to do 
these jobs. The hotel industry, for ex-

ample, tells us they can’t find people to 
change the sheets and clean up the 
rooms at hotels. What we need to do is 
take a picture in our mind of these big 
hotels and how many people they em-
ploy and realize where these hotels are 
located. They are located mainly in 
urban areas. There are millions upon 
millions of American women, and also 
men, I might add, who would love to 
have a job that would permit them to 
drop their kids off at school at 8:00 or 
9:00 in the morning and come back at 
3:00 in the afternoon and pick them up. 
That just happens to be the time when 
you need people to work in those ho-
tels. 

But you know what, those American 
people who would love to take care of 
their children and increase the take- 
home pay of their family, they are not 
going to work for a pittance. What hap-
pens with the illegals that come in, 
they work for a pittance. The hotels 
don’t have to give them health insur-
ance, and the American people are 
taxed or their health insurance has to 
pay for those illegals and they won’t 
take the jobs because the jobs are pay-
ing so little. 

Yes, I believe we have plenty of peo-
ple to clean those hotel rooms. Let’s 
pay them a decent wage. There is noth-
ing wrong in believing that people who 
clean hotel rooms should have a mid-
dle-class income. 

We are told that we can’t find people 
to work on the farms. The farmers say 
there is not enough labor. There is a 
large number of people who labor on 
farms, but there is, yes, a component of 
people that we have brought in from 
other countries. We don’t need to bring 
in these people from other countries. 
But every time I mention there is an 
alternative, people scream and yell. 
There is a big smoke screen that comes 
up because everybody refuses to look 
at an idea honestly. Instead, they want 
to negate the argument without actu-
ally confronting the idea because there 
are millions of young men in particular 
who are able to work on the farms; and 
millions, by the way, are in prison. 

I look to see where the prisons are lo-
cated in this country, and they are al-
most all in farm areas. Is there any 
reason in the world that we should just 
have prisoners beefing up at the gym-
nasium and watching TV, that we can’t 
also have them earning money that 
otherwise would be going to foreigners, 
let them earn the money. Let them pay 
half of it to pay for their keep so it 
brings down the cost to the taxpayers, 
and let them walk out of prison 5 years 
later with half of the money that they 
have made being paid a market value 
for helping pick fruits and vegetables. 

I have talked to prisoners and people 
who work in the prisons. They all love 
this idea, but every time you bring it 
up in the Congress, no, you don’t hear 
a logical argument against it. You just 
hear no, no, no, we can’t do that. 

I’m sorry, just raising your voice and 
saying that can’t be considered is not 
good enough. The American people un-
derstand that prisoners can work. And 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:20 Jul 28, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~3\2007NE~2\H19JN7.REC H19JN7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

70
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6731 June 19, 2007 
we don’t have to bring in millions of 
people from overseas to take those 
jobs. 

Also, we, of course, understand that 
it is not just low-level jobs with mas-
sive numbers of immigrants coming 
into our society. The business commu-
nity also tells us these are the jobs 
people won’t take, supposedly. We need 
to bring in hundreds of thousands of 
people with H–1B visas to run computer 
systems and to be technical people. 
What’s the matter, Americans won’t do 
those jobs? 

I went to a function a few years ago 
and I will never forget it. A middle- 
aged person stopped me, and said, Con-
gressman, I came here because I want-
ed to talk to you. I wanted to thank 
you because you were the only one who 
really stood up and argued against the 
H–1B visas which brought in hundreds 
of thousands of people from the Indian 
subcontinent to do these computer 
jobs. He said, you said it is going to 
bring down the wages of the American 
people, and I have the newspaper quote. 
And he said, you know what, I was a 
computer operator in Orange County 
earning $80,000 a year. They laid me off 
and a year later when they called me 
back to the company, they said they 
were going to pay me $50,000. He said, I 
had the same job and I was earning 
$80,000. And they said take the job be-
cause we can get an H–1B visa person 
from India to take this job for $40,000 if 
you won’t take it for $50,000. He said, I 
took the job. 

And he said, Do you know, Congress-
man, what the difference between earn-
ing $50,000 and $80,000 is? When you 
earn $50,000 a year in Orange County, 
you never dream of owning your own 
home. 

Why are we betraying people like 
this? Why are we bringing in hundreds 
of thousands of people from overseas 
rather than have the industry pay 
more money? No, no, they are keeping 
the wages down, bringing in people who 
will work for a pittance while the CEOs 
of these companies are paying them-
selves tens of millions of dollars a year. 
There is nothing wrong with paying a 
CEO a good salary, but you are doing 
that by destroying the middle class of 
our country by taking it out of the 
mouths of working people, honest 
Americans who are willing to work, 
but now you want them to work as if 
they are peons and people of lower in-
come are coming from all over the 
world? 

Well, I was just confronted by this 
again in the health care industry. Peo-
ple want me to agree to bring in 100,000 
Filipino nurses or 100,000 Indian or 
Pakistani nurses into our country. 
Nurses make $65,000–$70,000 a year. Our 
junior college system in California, 
you know, how many nurses are we 
graduating from there? No, in my own 
city we have a junior college that has 
25,000 students and they graduate 185 
people from their nursing program a 
year, and they think that is a great 
thing. What about those other thou-

sands of kids? They are getting pre-
pared to do what, sell clothes at Nord-
strom’s, so they can be an assistant 
manager at a 7–Eleven store and earn 
$35,000? 

We need to remold our educational 
efforts to make sure that our kids are 
equipped to do these jobs, whether it is 
in computers or whether it is health 
care, rather than bringing in hundreds 
of thousands of people from overseas. It 
is our kids who should be getting the 
jobs for $65,000 a year when they start. 
But no, our system would prefer, be-
cause the people in our system are 
lazy. They don’t want to go through 
the heartache of trying to reform the 
structure because a lot of college pro-
fessors, by the way, who teach soci-
ology in junior colleges, refuse to let 
the people who are teaching health 
care to our nurses to make more 
money than they make, and of course a 
nurse makes more money than a soci-
ology professor, but they can’t do it in 
our schools. So instead of reforming 
our education system so we can have 
more nursing people, rather than going 
overseas, instead we are just going to 
go overseas and bring hundreds of 
thousands of Filipinos and Pakistanis 
and Indians in. 

This is horrible. H–1B visas are noth-
ing more than an excuse by big busi-
ness to keep wages down and give these 
opportunities to foreigners rather than 
our own American people. 

b 1945 

Our American people, especially the 
young people, are being betrayed by 
this type of policy and this type of 
thinking. 

There is a war that is being waged on 
the middle class in this country. It’s a 
war that’s being waged, yes, by people 
on the liberal left who have a radical 
agenda, never believed in the American 
way of life in the first place, and yes, 
in the business community that has no 
loyalty to their American workers 
whatsoever. 

We see it in the China policy, where 
businesses will go overseas and basi-
cally participate in slave labor in order 
to make a 20 percent profit rather than 
a 5 or 6 percent profit here in the 
United States paying people decent 
wages. 

We end up having a government pol-
icy that subsidizes these businessmen 
to go overseas, especially in China. 
There are loan guarantee programs for 
people who invest in manufacturing fa-
cilities in China. This is outrageous. 
We transfer our technology and our 
skills to the Chinese people when their 
government is a dictatorship that is 
opposed to everything we believe in 
and represses their own people, espe-
cially the religious people. 

But yet, we let our American busi-
ness community ship our jobs and our 
technology over there at what? The 
businessmen make a lot of money. The 
business elite make their money for a 
few years, and in the end, the Amer-
ican people suffer. Their high-paying 

manufacturing jobs are gone, again, 
subsidized by the American taxpayer. 

We can see it in the China policy. We 
can see it in our immigration policy. 
There is a war being conducted on the 
American middle class. And what do we 
have here? Our people work hard, and 
they have fought the battles for free-
dom, and they have fought the battles 
to make sure that the businessmen in 
this country have a right to private 
property. Yet, those people who send 
the jobs to China are bringing illegal 
immigrants to bring down wages. They 
do not care about the American people. 

It is our job, supposedly our job, to 
watch out for the American people. 
However, we have various powerful in-
terests at play right here in the Con-
gress that are stirring us away from 
watching out for their interests. As 
I’ve said, we’ve got our health care sys-
tem and our education system and our 
legal system are all under attack. Our 
Social Security system is under at-
tack, and we are called bigots and hate 
mongers because we want to watch out 
for the American people. 

There was some suggestions by very 
high government officials and high po-
litical people here that those of us who 
were opposed to this comprehensive 
amnesty bill that, in some way, we’re 
not for doing right for America or that 
our hearts are filled with hate. Well, 
let me note this. It is not selfish for 
the American people to demand that 
the resources that we have in our coun-
try be used for their benefit and the 
benefit of their families. That’s not 
selfishness. 

If being an American citizen means 
nothing, it means nothing, how can we 
ever expect the people to go and defend 
our country? How can we expect the 
American people to think that there’s 
something special about being an 
American if we give every benefit that 
belongs to them to someone who’s 
come here illegally? 

And let us note this. We don’t hate 
the people who come here illegally. In 
fact, we have to note, yes, there are 
criminals that come here illegally. 
There are drug dealers, but 90 percent 
of the people who come here are prob-
ably very wonderful people. We would 
come here, too, but it is the job of the 
United States Government not to help 
good people who need help and would 
come here from all over the world. Our 
job is to watch out for the interests of 
the American people, and if that 
doesn’t mean anything, why should the 
American people be loyal to us if we’re 
not being loyal to them? 

We’re not saying that illegals are bad 
people. We just know that if they drain 
the education system, the health care 
system, if they come in and they’re 
poor, they’re going to take $100,000 in 
their lifetime more out of Social Secu-
rity than they put in. It’s going to 
bankrupt Social Security. Is there any-
thing wrong with saying that we’re 
going to watch out for our people first, 
our people being the people who are 
citizens of the United States and peo-
ple who have come here legally? 
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And again, let me note this. Not only 

do we not think poorly of illegals, be-
cause we have to protect ourselves 
against diseases that are coming in, 
criminals that are coming in, yes, but 
by and large, illegal immigrants are 
trying to come here to better their 
families, but they’re doing it at the ex-
pense of the American people. 

However, let us note that the people 
who are the worst hurt on this are the 
legal immigrants. I had a telephonic 
town hall meeting last night, and the 
number of the people who called in to 
complain about illegal immigration are 
the people who came here legally, who 
are in this country legally, most of 
whom have become citizens. 

This flood of illegals into our society 
is the worst threat to people who have 
come here legally, and once we legalize 
the status of the 15 to 20 million who 
have come here illegally, it is an insult 
and a slap at the legal people, also the 
people who are waiting overseas by the 
tens of millions to come here legally. 

Now, we are not being bigoted. We’re 
not being selfish. We’re watching out 
for the interests of the American peo-
ple, and there’s nothing wrong with 
that, and the legal immigrants who are 
here fully understand, and we are not 
in any way anti-legal immigrant. 

Well, what’s happening, of course, 
the Americans who are worst hit are at 
the bottom end of the scale. Those peo-
ple who are struggling in the black 
community to get these jobs and would 
like good paying jobs are being edged 
out by illegals. American citizens who 
happen to be black should pay atten-
tion to how their elected officials are 
voting on this illegal immigration 
issue. There’s nothing more damaging 
to the black community than illegal 
immigration that denies benefits and 
jobs to our own citizens. 

Also, the Mexican American commu-
nity, proud Americans who happen to 
be of Mexican descent, they are being 
hurt because they’re being stigmatized 
by a massive influx of illegals into our 
country from Mexico. It is wrong and 
they know that. Americans of Mexican 
descent are proud and patriotic people. 
They have earned more medals in de-
fending our country than any other 
ethnic group in the United States. 
They are being hard hit. These are the 
people who would be the hardest hit by 
the Bush-Kennedy so-called com-
prehensive immigration reform bill. 

What it is, of course, again is an im-
migration bill that the enforcement 
part is just a facade and a fraud, but 
the real purpose is to immediately le-
galize the status of 15 to 20 million peo-
ple who are in our country illegally. 

Let’s note, in that bill what was pro-
posed, and we have no idea what 
they’re going to bring back at us, a Z 
visa would have had to have been 
issued to any illegal immigrant who 
was applying to get this visa that 
would give them a temporary status, 
but the temporary status would be a 
legal status, and they could renew that 
visa as many times as they want. 

There’s no limit on how long they 
could stay here on a ‘‘temporary’’ visa, 
but the legal status permitted them to 
get all these benefits that legal citi-
zens would get except for voting. 

And what would happen? The people 
of our government were going to give 
only 24 hours to give a person who had 
applied to give them Z visas. How 
many tens of thousands of criminals, of 
people who are ill with communicable 
diseases, of terrorists would have been 
allowed to come into our country on a 
temporary status but renewably for-
ever, had that happened, thank God 
that bill was held back. But that bill 
will come back again and is coming 
back again unless we rise up again and 
make our voices heard, because they 
are trying to bring back the illegal im-
migration bill that would have given 
amnesty to those 15 to 20 million 
illegals. 

Now, let me note that there has been 
a bill that has been submitted by 
LAMAR SMITH, BRIAN BILBRAY and oth-
ers that is a bill here in the House that 
is an example of the type of immigra-
tion reform that is real reform, which 
is aimed at enforcement, which is 
aimed at trying to make sure that em-
ployers can verify whether or not 
someone who’s applying for a job is an 
illegal immigrant or not, and strength-
ening the border patrol and the agents 
and building a fence. This is in LAMAR 
SMITH’s bill. That is a real bill. That is 
a bill we need. 

And I would hope that the American 
people say we don’t need a comprehen-
sive bill, we need an enforcement bill. 
As I say, unless the American people 
are paying attention, and becoming in-
volved in the process, those powerful 
interest works that are at play here, 
working against their well-being, will 
carry the day. That bill will come 
back. Unless we express our anger and 
our outrage over this betrayal of the 
interests of average Americans, it will 
pass, just as it was on line to pass be-
fore. Yet another attempt to try to get 
a bill through without the American 
people understanding what is in that 
bill and how threatening it is. 

There is, of course, a lot of examples 
where the interests of our people are 
not being watched here in this Con-
gress, and there’s no doubt that there 
are interests at work. Unless the Amer-
ican people pay attention, those special 
interests will succeed. 

One of the powerful influences in 
Washington right now is based on the 
concept of globalism. That’s why we’re 
trying to build up the economy of 
China, because this strategy is that 
we’re going to have a global system of 
government and of trade and of eco-
nomics. And that global system is a 
dream that is a driving force behind 
many of the policies that are so detri-
mental to our American people. Be-
cause if you watch out for the globe, 
that means that you’re going to be 
taking from the American people. 

By definition, our people, being in 
the richest country of the world, are 

going to be the targets that are se-
lected to try to extract benefits from 
them and the wealth from them in 
order to have a better globe, a better 
world. Well, I want there to be a better 
world, but I’m not going to do it by 
taking away from the rights and the 
well-being of the American people. 

What we’ve got here in the immigra-
tion bill and our China policies is a 
fight between those with a globalist ap-
proach versus a patriotic approach. It’s 
the patriots versus the globalists. Now, 
we care about the other people in the 
world. Because we want to protect the 
interests of the American people 
doesn’t mean that we are nasty and 
that we hate people. 

But the people of the United States 
of America have a very special role to 
play in this world. We’re people who 
come here from every race and every 
religion, every part of the world, and 
we have come here. We are living to-
gether, trying to live together in peace 
and harmony, trying to say to the 
world, as our Founding Fathers meant 
us to say in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, that people have rights of 
life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness and that we are here to show a 
better way. 

If we diminish the well-being of the 
people of the United States of America, 
we take away from their opportunity 
in order to build up others. In order to 
build a vision of the globe, it will be a 
great disservice not only to the Amer-
ican people but to the people of the 
world. 

It has been the American people that 
set the standard. It’s been the Amer-
ican people who stepped out and de-
feated Japanese militarism and Nazism 
when it threatened the world. It’s been 
the American people who have stepped 
out and defeated communism and de-
terred the communist expansion until 
that evil atheistic system had a chance 
to disintegrate. It is the American peo-
ple now who bear the brunt of the war 
on radical Islam that would create Is-
lamic dictatorships and treat women 
all over the world as cattle. 

We are the ones who are protecting 
the world against these evils, and if the 
American people ever come to the 
point where they lose faith in our sys-
tem because we have not been watch-
ing out for their interests, yes, it will 
be a horrible, a horrible outcome, not 
only for the people, not only for our 
country, but for the entire planet be-
cause the planet, the good and decent 
people of this planet, depend on us to 
show the way. 

We cannot just forget that the Social 
Security benefits of our people will be 
damaged and be put in jeopardy if we 
allow poverty stricken people to flood 
into our country. We can’t forget what 
it’s going to do to the American people, 
what it will do to the United States. 
What is the United States? The United 
States is us, U.S. 

In 1986, we, us, the United States, the 
people of the United States, were told 
that by granting amnesty to 3 million 
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illegals, that would end the problem 
because there would be enforcement on 
employers and that would then stop 
this problem, and there was an irrita-
tion of having 3 million people here il-
legally. 

b 2000 

Well, today, we are told there are 11 
million. Most of us believe it is more 
like 15 to 20 million illegals who live 
among us. What that means is that if 
we end up now, giving them legal sta-
tus, we will have 50 million to 60 mil-
lion illegals here win 10 years. We will 
have lost our country. America will be 
lost to people who have come here ille-
gally from other countries. 

Wake up, America. We are losing our 
country, and it is not just a mistake. 
There have been policies that have en-
couraged this invasion. 

Now, we are told that those who are 
opposing this invasion of illegals into 
this country have no alternative. Oh, 
you are saying, well, you were opposed 
to legalization status. 

Well, what’s your option? There is an 
option. The most dishonest argument 
that has been presented is that we have 
to either legalize the status with am-
nesty, or we have to have massive de-
portation. That was the most dishonest 
approach that I have heard, except for 
someone who is trying to claim that 
the word ‘‘amnesty’’ doesn’t mean 
what amnesty means. 

Well, there is an alternative to mass 
deportation or just giving amnesty or 
legalization. It’s called attrition. It 
means that when people come here, we 
should not provide them free edu-
cation, free health care, free services. 
If their child is born here, they 
shouldn’t become a U.S. citizen auto-
matically, because, by the way when 
they do, automatically they get hous-
ing subsidies and everything else based 
on the idea that they have got a U.S. 
citizen in their household. 

No, if you deny them those things 
and you deny them jobs, first of all, 
people will hear that overseas and they 
will quit coming. Those who are al-
ready here illegally will find it hard to 
get by, and eventually, slowly but sure-
ly they will eventually go home. It’s 
called attrition. There is nothing 
wrong with that approach. It is not 
massive deportation, it is not legaliza-
tion. It is the one thing that will work. 
It is an alternative. 

Those people who present the so- 
called comprehensive plan have only 
one thing in mind, legalizing the status 
of those who are already here illegally, 
and that will result in 50 to 100 million 
more illegals coming to work for our 
country. Thus, what is the alternative? 
The only alternative is to strengthen 
our border, yes, strengthen our border, 
strengthen our visa system. 

Most people don’t understand that 40 
percent of all illegals don’t come from 
our southern border, 40 percent of them 
are coming in with visa ands just over-
staying their visa. Again it was a con-
scious decision not to reform our visa 

system so we would know if someone 
who had come in has left. 

Our system, right now, we don’t 
know if they have left and gone home 
or not. We could have reformed that. 
But, instead, we did not because it was 
policy to bring in these illegals. Those 
who are talking about comprehensive 
approach, they are the ones who back 
that policy. 

Now, we have an alternative. The al-
ternative, attrition, the alternative is 
making sure that we strengthen the 
border, but then we deny benefits and 
jobs to those who are here. We can do 
this. This is a job that is not beyond 
our ability in this Congress to do. We 
could certainly build a fence, and we 
can certainly have enforcement mecha-
nisms done right away, which is what 
the bill LAMAR SMITH has recently 
placed in the hopper. 

Now, Americans need to pay atten-
tion to what’s going on. They need to 
know the arguments. They need to 
know people, the arguments that peo-
ple are making, who are trying to fool 
them, and they need to speak up. There 
needs to be the same kind of outcry 
that we heard about a month ago, be-
cause that’s when the powers that be 
were back down on the Senate side 
with that amnesty, with the Bush-Ken-
nedy amnesty legalization bill. 

It’s time to step up. We cannot count 
on the government to protect our in-
terest, the elected officials. We all have 
to participate. 

This is the United States of America 
versus those people who do not have 
the interests of the American people at 
heart. It’s time for the patriots to be 
heard. We will lose this fight unless the 
patriots are heard. 

I would now like to thank the Chair 
for permitting me this time and would 
call on the American people to be ac-
tive, be patriots, and I am proud to 
serve them here in the United States 
Congress. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Ms. KILPATRICK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Ms. CLARKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RUSH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, June 26. 
Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, June 20. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, June 26. 
The following Member (at his own re-

quest) to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous material:) 

Mr. SESTAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Ms. Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 57. An act to repeal certain sections of 
the Act of May 26, 1936, pertaining to the 
Virgin Islands. 

H.R. 692. An act to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to authorize the Governor of a 
State, territory, or possession of the United 
States to order that the National flag be 
flown at half-staff in that State, territory, or 
possession in the event of the death of a 
member of the Armed Forces from that 
State, territory, or possession who dies while 
serving on active duty. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.), 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, June 20, 2007, at 10:00 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

2254. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary for Personnel and Readi-
ness, Department of Defense, transmitting a 
report to Congress on the use of Aviation 
Continuation Pay (ACP) for Fiscal Year 2006, 
pursuant to 37 U.S.C. 301b(i); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

2255. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s annual report, cov-
ering the fiscal year from October 1, 2005, 
through September 30, 2006, pursuant to 16 
U.S.C. 797(d); to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

2256. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting Copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2257. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Industry and Security, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting a report that the De-
partment intends to impose new foreign pol-
icy-based export controls on exports of cer-
tain items under the authority of Section 6 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:20 Jul 28, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~3\2007NE~2\H19JN7.REC H19JN7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

70
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6734 June 19, 2007 
of the Export Administration Act of 1979, as 
amended, and continued by Executive Order 
13222 of August 17, 2001, as extended by the 
Notice of August 3, 2006; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

2258. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the seventh annual Trafficking 
in Persons Report, pursuant to Public Law 
106-386, section 110; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

2259. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed technical assistance 
agreement for the export of technical data, 
defense services and defense articles to the 
Government of Canada (Transmittal No. 
DDTC 061-07); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

2260. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone: Coast 
Guard Academy Commencement, New Lon-
don, CT [CGD01-01-049] (RIN: 1625-AA87) re-
ceived June 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2261. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Regulated Naviga-
tion Area; Atchafalaya River, Berwick Bay, 
Berwick Bay, LA. [CGD08-06-023] (RIN: 1625- 
AA11) received June 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2262. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Special Local Regu-
lation: ULHRA Hydroplane Races, Howard 
Amon Park, Richland, Washington. [CGD13- 
07-013] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received June 13, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

2263. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Intracoastal Waterway 
(ICW); Manasquan River, Brielle, NJ [CGD05- 
07-056] (RIN: 1625-AA-09) received June 13, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

2264. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Vessels Carrying Oil, 
Noxious Liquid Substances, Garbage, Munic-
ipal or Commercial Waste, and Ballast 
Water; Technical, Organizational and Con-
forming Amendment [USCG-2007-28201] (RIN: 
1625-ZA13) received June 13, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2265. A letter from the Adjutant General, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S., trans-
mitting proceedings of the 107th National 
Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States, held in Reno, Nevada, 
August 26-August 31, 2006, pursuant to 36 
U.S.C. 118 and 44 U.S.C. 1332; (H. Doc. No. 110– 
40); to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
and ordered to be printed. 

2266. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a 
copy of a draft bill to make amendments to 
the Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insur-
ance program and the Supplemental Secu-
rity Income program.; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2267. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s assessment of the FY 2008 Presi-
dent’s Budget Request for science and tech-

nology, as required by Section 217 of the 
John Warner National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2007; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services and Science and 
Technology. 

2268. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s FY 2004 report on 
the Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP), pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
8629(b); jointly to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce and Education and Labor. 

2269. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting the Department’s notification of its 
intention to use unobligated International 
Military Education and Training (IMET) 
funds appropriated for Montenegro, pursuant 
to Public Law 108-447; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Foreign Affairs and Appropriations. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ: Committee 
on Appropriations. H.R. 2771. A bill making 
appropriations for the Legislative Branch for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2008, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 110–198). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS (FL): Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 498. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2764) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of 
State, foreign operations, and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2008, and for other purposes (Rept. 110– 
199). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 923. A bill to establish an Unsolved 
Crimes Section in the Civil Rights Division 
of the Department of Justice, and an Un-
solved Civil Rights Crime Investigative Of-
fice in the Civil Rights Unit of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 110–200). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
(for himself, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
CHANDLER, Mr. HARE, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mr. HOLT, Mr. SARBANES, and 
Mr. YARMUTH): 

H.R. 2768. A bill to establish improved 
mandatory standards to protect miners dur-
ing emergencies, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
(for himself, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
CHANDLER, Mr. HARE, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mr. HOLT, Mr. SARBANES, and 
Mr. YARMUTH): 

H.R. 2769. A bill to establish improved 
mandatory standards to protect and enhance 
the health of miners; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself and Mr. 
WHITFIELD): 

H.R. 2770. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to ensure more appro-
priate payment amounts for drugs and 
biologicals under part B of the Medicare Pro-
gram by excluding customary prompt pay 

discounts extended to wholesalers from the 
manufacturer’s average sales price; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
CULBERSON, Mr. PAUL, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. MCCAUL of 
Texas, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. BUR-
GESS, Mr. POE, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, and Mr. HINOJOSA): 

H.R. 2772. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to repeal the windfall 
elimination provision and protect the retire-
ment of public servants; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAMPSON: 
H.R. 2773. A bill to enhance research, devel-

opment, demonstration, and commercial ap-
plication of biofuels related technologies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Science and Technology. 

By Ms. GIFFORDS: 
H.R. 2774. A bill to support the research, 

development, and commercial application of 
solar energy technologies, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science and 
Technology. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself and 
Ms. NORTON): 

H.R. 2775. A bill to amend the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act to authorize funding for emer-
gency management performance grants, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. POM-
EROY, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. KIND, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. SCHWARTZ, 
and Mr. DAVIS of Alabama): 

H.R. 2776. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives 
for the production of renewable energy and 
energy conservation; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah (for himself, 
Mr. CANNON, and Mr. MATHESON): 

H.R. 2777. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tion of five isolated parcels of land owned by 
the State of Utah, under the control of the 
Utah National Guard, and withdrawn for 
military use as part of Camp Williams, Utah, 
in exchange for a consolidated parcel of pub-
lic land of approximate equal value, also 
within the boundaries of Camp Williams, 
necessary for future military mission train-
ing; to the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, Mr. HIGGINS, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. KUHL 
of New York, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. HALL 
of New York, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
NADLER, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. CLARKE, 
and Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

H.R. 2778. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 3 
Quaker Ridge Road in New Rochelle, New 
York, as the ‘‘Robert Merrill Postal Sta-
tion’’; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. MAHONEY of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. 
CASTOR, Mr. BOYD of Florida, Mrs. 
DRAKE, Mrs. DAVIS of California, and 
Mr. CALVERT): 

H.R. 2779. A bill to recognize the Navy 
UDT-SEAL Museum in Fort Pierce, Florida, 
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as the official national museum of Navy 
SEALS and their predecessors; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia: 
H.R. 2780. A bill to amend section 8339(p) of 

title 5, United States Code, to clarify the 
method for computing certain annuities 
under the Civil Service Retirement System 
which are based on part-time service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. RANGEL: 
H.R. 2781. A bill to award a congressional 

gold medal to Ray Charles in recognition of 
his many contributions to the Nation; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 
H.R. 2782. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for 
qualified tuition and related expenses; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Ms. 
LEE, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MCNERNEY, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. 
ZOE LOFGREN of California, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ of California, Ms. WATSON, 
and Mr. FARR): 

H.R. 2783. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to provide for mass transpor-
tation services that provide temporary sub-
stitute highway traffic service as a result of 
an emergency; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 
PENCE, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. PITTS, and 
Mr. HONDA): 

H. Res. 497. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Government of the People’s Republic of 
China should immediately release from cus-
tody the children of Rebiya Kadeer and Ca-
nadian citizen Huseyin Celil and should re-
frain from further engaging in acts of cul-
tural, linguistic, and religious suppression 
directed against the Uyghur people, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself 
and Mr. KING of New York): 

H. Res. 499. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Administration should rigorously en-
force the laws of the United States to sub-
stantially reduce illegal immigration and 
greatly improve border security; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committees on Financial Services, and 
Homeland Security, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

f 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
81. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 

the Legislature of the State of Louisiana, 
relative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 
83 memorializing the Congress of the United 
States to take such actions as are necessary 
to continue the current United States sugar 
program in the 2007 Farm Bill; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

82. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative to 
Senate Resolution No. 115 urging the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Congress 
of the United States to enact legislation to 
provide additional funding for ALS research; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

83. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative to 
Senate Resolution No. 91 urging the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Congress 
of the United States to fulfill the commit-
ment of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act to provide resources equal to 
forty percent of the national average per 
pupil expenditure for special education stu-
dents for each Pennsylvania student with 
special needs; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 21: Ms. CASTOR, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
WEXLER, and Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 241: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania and 
Mr. JORDAN. 

H.R. 293: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 435: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 550: Mr. PAUL, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. WAX-

MAN, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 601: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 624: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. ABER-

CROMBIE, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 690: Mr. EVERETT. 
H.R. 695: Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 715: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 

MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 741: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 767: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 772: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 777: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr. 

STARK. 
H.R. 782: Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania 

and Mr. SHULER. 
H.R. 822: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 873: Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 954: Mr. FOSSELLA and Mr. REYNOLDS. 
H.R. 971: Mr. BARROW and Mr. CROWLEY. 
H.R. 980: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. 

SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. KELLER, MR. JACKSON 
of Illinois, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mrs. 
LOWEY, MR. HUNTER, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
BECERRA, and Mr. LYNCH. 

H.R. 983: Mr. BAIRD. 
H.R. 989: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 1023: Mr. SPACE, Mr. DAVIS of Ken-

tucky, and Mr. BILBRAY. 
H.R. 1032: Mr. SALAZAR. 
H.R. 1049: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 1055: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1105: Mr. SNYDER. 
H.R. 1108: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 1110: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 1125: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 

DAVIS of Alabama, and Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1188: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1192: Mr. RAHALL, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 

and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 1224: Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 1245: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1264: Mr. STUPAK, and Ms. VELÃZQUEZ. 
H.R. 1302: Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. 

SHULER, Ms. LEE, Mr. FARR, and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 1418: Mr. HAYES, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-

gia, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 1422: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 1428: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 1439: Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 1459: Mr. SALI, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr. 

MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 1481: Mr. BRADY of Texas and Mr. 

FORBES. 
H.R. 1498: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1527: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1537: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 1589: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 

CALVERT, and Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 1687: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 1707: Mr. BISHOP of New York and Mr. 

HILL. 
H.R. 1718: Ms. WATSON. 
H.R. 1742: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1748: Mr. CARNEY, Mr. PORTER, Ms. 

ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1754: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 1818: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 1823: Ms. NORTON, Mr. JINDAL, and Ms. 

SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 1845: Mr. WELCH of Vermont, Ms. 

GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr. SOUDER, 
Mr. COURTNEY, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. PORTER, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CARNEY, 
Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Ms. BERKLEY, and 
Ms. SUTTON. 

H.R. 1852: Mr. ETHERIDGE. 
H.R. 1876: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina and 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 1889: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 1924: Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H.R. 1926: Mr. COHEN and Mr. BRADY of 

Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1938: Mr. ELLISON and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1969: Mr. FEENEY. 
H.R. 1971: Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 1983: Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. BRALEY of 

Iowa. 
H.R. 2003: Mr. WU. 
H.R. 2049: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2052: Mr. GORDON, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. 

DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. CAPPS, 
and Mrs. GILLIBRAND. 

H.R. 2060: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R. 2063: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. NEAL of Massa-

chusetts, and Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 2108: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2116: Mr. REGULA and Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 2129: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. WU, and Mr. 

BISHOP of Georgia. 
H.R. 2139: Mr. JONES of North Carolina and 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. 
H.R. 2161: Mr. TIBERI. 
H.R. 2165: Mr. ETHERIDGE. 
H.R. 2169: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2183: Mr. GOODE, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 

CANTOR, Mr. BURGESS, and Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 2211: Mr. FARR and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois. 
H.R. 2225: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 2234: Ms. CARSON, Mr. BISHOP of New 

York, Mr. KAGEN, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 2236: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 2262: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 

UDALL of Colorado, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. HONDA, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 2265: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. MEEKs of New 
York. 

H.R. 2289: Ms. WOOLSEY and Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 2290: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 2298: Ms. BERKLEY and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 2303: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 2304: Mr. MARSHALL and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 2327: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 2353: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. 

DAVIS of California, and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey. 

H.R. 2384: Mr. HOLT and Mr. ALTMIRE. 
H.R. 2425: Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 2443: Mr. PASTOR, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 

and Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 2449: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 

Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2477: Mr. PLATTS and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 2480: Mr. KAGEN. 
H.R. 2481: Mr. KAGEN. 
H.R. 2495: Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 2508: Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. BARRETT of 

South Carolina, and Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. 
H.R. 2526: Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 2537: Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 

New York, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. MEEKS of 
New York. 

H.R. 2539: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 2549: Mr. KIND, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
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H.R. 2566: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 2572: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 

HINOJOSA, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 2574: Mr. ALTMIRE. 
H.R. 2585: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 2588: Mr. SHIMKUS. 
H.R. 2599: Mr. HINOJOSA and Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 2602: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 

CAMP of Michigan, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, 
Mr. UPTON, and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 2611: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H.R. 2612: Mr. KAGEN. 
H.R. 2621: Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 2630: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 

and Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 2634: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 

HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. WU. 

H.R. 2677: Mr. FILNER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, Mr. COHEN, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. 
SHAYS. 

H.R. 2693: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, and Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 2707: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2712: Mr. GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 2715: Mr. INSLEE and Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H.R. 2720: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 2727: Mr. MCCOTTER and Mr. 

PASCRELL. 
H.R. 2729: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia and Mr. 

MCNULTY. 
H.R. 2734: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. PLATTS, Mrs. 

MUSGRAVE, Mr. GOODE, and Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 2765: Mr. GERLACH, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. 

HOLDEN, and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.J. Res. 3: Mr. RANGEL, Ms. MCCOLLUM of 

Minnesota, Ms. SOLIS, and Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.J. Res. 39: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.J. Res. 40: Mr. RODRIGUEZ. 
H. Con. Res. 24: Ms. NORTON. 
H. Con. Res. 75: Mr. HILL. 
H. Con. Res. 81: Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-

vania. 
H. Con. Res. 108: Mr. MCCOTTER, Ms. ZOE 

LOFGREN of California, and Mr. CONYERS. 
H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H. Con. Res. 122: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H. Con. Res. 147: Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. 

MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H. Con. Res. 162: Mr. KAGEN, Mr. DONNELLY, 

Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. LOEBSACK, and Ms. GIF-
FORDS. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, and Mrs. BONO. 

H. Res. 121: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H. Res. 143: Mr. BAIRD, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. 
HILL. 

H. Res. 145: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. SALAZAR, 
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. WATSON, 
and Ms. ESHOO. 

H. Res. 146: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H. Res. 238: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 

GRIJALVA, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. MCCOLLUM of 
Minnesota, and Mr. STARK. 

H. Res. 241: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. KILPATRICK, and Ms. NOR-
TON. 

H. Res. 282: Mr. HALL of New York and Mr. 
LEVIN. 

H. Res. 358: Mr. POE, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. SUTTON, and Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 

H. Res. 415: Ms. MATSUI. 
H. Res. 426: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H. Res. 442: Mr. UDALL of Colorado. 
H. Res. 447: Mr. HONDA. 
H. Res. 467: Mr. KAGEN, Mr. FERGUSON, and 

Mr. ALLEN. 
H. Res. 477: Mr. ELLISON. 
H. Res. 482: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. ACKERMAN, 

Mr. MCHUGH, and Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina. 

f 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. WESTMORELAND 

AMENDMENT NO. 28: Page 2, line 18, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$30,000,000)’’. 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. PORTER 

AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 21, strike line 22 
and all that follows through page 24, line 9. 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. KING OF IOWA 

AMENDMENT NO. 30: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. Appropriations made in this Act 
are hereby reduced in the amount of 
$1,130,000,000. 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. KING OF IOWA 

AMENDMENT NO. 31: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. Each amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act that is 
not required to be appropriated or otherwise 
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 3.5 percent. 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. TOM DAVIS OF VIRGINIA 
AMENDMENT NO. 32: At the end of the bill, 

before the short title, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 503. Of the amount made available for 
electricity delivery and energy reliability 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
$2,000,000 shall be for carrying out the au-
thorities provided in section 646(g) of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7256). 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. TOM DAVIS OF VIRGINIA 
AMENDMENT NO. 33: Page 17, line 3, insert ‘‘, 

of which $2,000,000 shall be used to study the 
feasibility of establishing Energy-Advanced 
Research Project Agency to target accelera-
tion of energy-related research; development 
of resultant techniques, processes, and tech-
nologies, and related testing and evaluation; 
and demonstration and commercial applica-
tion of promising technologies and research 
applications’’ after ‘‘until expended’’. 

H.R. 2641 
OFFERED BY: MR. STEARNS 

AMENDMENT NO. 34: Page 17, line 14, after 
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$20,000,000)(increased by $20,000,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. WEINER 

AMENDMENT NO. 2: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

PROHIBITION AGAINST ASSISTANCE TO SAUDI 
ARABIA 

SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act— 

(1) shall be obligated or expended to fi-
nance any assistance to Saudi Arabia; or 

(2) shall be used to execute a waiver of sec-
tion 571 or 614 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa or 2364) with regard 
to assistance to Saudi Arabia. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MS. MOORE OF WISCONSIN 

AMENDMENT NO. 3: In section 620 of the bill 
(relating to special notification require-
ments), strike ‘‘Liberia,’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. GINGREY 

AMENDMENT NO. 4: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for negotiating the 

participation of additional countries under 
the visa waiver program described in section 
217 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1187). 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. WEINER 

AMENDMENT NO. 5: In section 699 of the bill 
(relating to assistance for Egypt), strike 
‘‘until the Secretary of State’’ and all that 
follows and insert a period. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. CONAWAY 

AMENDMENT NO. 6: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

DEFICIT REDUCTION 
SEC. ll. It is the sense of the House of 

Representatives that any reduction in the 
amount appropriated by this Act achieved as 
a result of amendments adopted by the 
House should be dedicated to deficit reduc-
tion. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. MCGOVERN 

AMENDMENT NO. 7: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE WESTERN 

HEMISPHERE INSTITUTE FOR SECURITY CO-
OPERATION 
SEC. 6xx. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used for programs at the 
Western Hemisphere Institute for Security 
Cooperation located at Fort Benning, Geor-
gia. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MRS. MUSGRAVE 

AMENDMENT NO. 8: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 700. Each amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act that is not 
required to be appropriated or otherwise 
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 0.5 percent. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MS. ROS-LEHTINEN 

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Page 72, line 5, after the 
dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $24,000,000) (reduced by 
$34,700,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. TANCREDO 

AMENDMENT NO. 10: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 

LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS RELATING TO 
RESTRICTIONS ON RELATIONS WITH TAIWAN 

SEC. 6xx. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to enforce any of the 
provisions in the Memorandum to all Depart-
ment and Agency Executive Secretaries 
dated, February 2, 2001, and entitled ‘‘Guide-
lines on Relations With Taiwan’’. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. TANCREDO 

AMENDMENT NO. 11: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to carry out the di-
versity visa program under section 203(c) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1153(c)). 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. TANCREDO 

AMENDMENT NO. 12: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be expended in violation of 
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section 243(d) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1253(d)) (relating to 
discontinuing granting visas to nationals of 
countries denying or delaying accepting 
aliens removed from the United States). 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. WEINER 

AMENDMENT NO. 13: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to provide assistance 
for the West Bank and Gaza. The limitation 
on assistance under this section shall not 
apply with respect to humanitarian assist-
ance, including assistance to the United Na-
tions Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA). 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. WEINER 

AMENDMENT NO. 14: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE WEST BANK 

AND GAZA 
SEC. 6xx. None of the funds appropriated 

under titles II through V of this Act may be 
obligated or expended to provide any assist-
ance for the West Bank and Gaza. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. WOLF 

AMENDMENT NO. 15: Page 2, line 22, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$108,000,000)’’. 

Page 9, line 23, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’. 

Page 40, line 26, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $140,000,000)’’. 

Page 58, line 18, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $16,000,000)’’. 

Page 63, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. GARRETT OF NEW JERSEY 
AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 10, line 17, insert 

before the semicolon the following: ‘‘, includ-

ing the prosecution in their home countries 
of such individuals in connection with such 
acts’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. BLUMENAUER 

AMENDMENT NO. 17: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF 
FUNDS.—Of the funds appropriated in this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program’’, not more than 
$250,000,000 may be made available for Paki-
stan. 

(b) CORRESPONDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS.— 
The amounts otherwise provided by this Act 
are revised by increasing the amount made 
available for ‘‘United States Emergency Ref-
ugee and Migration Assistance Fund’’, and 
reducing the amount made available for 
‘‘Foreign Military Financing Program’’, by 
$50,000,000. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 5, line 20, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$55,729,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 52, line 7, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$1,203,480,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 20: Page 8, line 11, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$203,082,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 50, line 9, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$13,860,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 
OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 70, line 24, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$27,563,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 50, line 20, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$47,700,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 9, line 17, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$195,000,000)’’. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. HENSARLING 

AMENDMENT NO. 25: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

None of the funds in this act may be used 
to provide engineering services to water and 
sanitation programs in India, to enhance its 
relationship with the University of Belgrade 
and to enhance its relationship with the 
Mongolia University of Science and Tech-
nology. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MR. JORDAN 

AMENDMENT NO. 26: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. Appropriations made in this Act 
are hereby reduced in the amount of 
$2,956,000,000. 

H.R. 2764 

OFFERED BY: MS. HERSETH SANDLIN 

AMENDMENT No. 27: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to carry out the di-
versity visa program under sections 201(e), 
203(c), or 204(a)(1)(I) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1151(e), 1153(c), and 
1154(a)(1)(I)). 
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